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PREFACE. 



It may be proper to explain how these pages came 
into existence. 

The writer does not profess much learning as to 
German critics. His studies in -fflschylus began more 
than sixty years ago, with Blomfield and Schutz, and 
nearly ended with Dindorf. He learnt metres largely 
from Hermann as his great master. Until lately he 
had no thought of publishing. To undertake now to 
read up what may have been written in the last thirty- 
five years is for many reasons an impracticable task. 

Yet since ^schylus is the poet whom I have read 
oftener and with greater zest than any other poet what- 
ever, and my mind has been immensely exercised on 
his many corrupt passages, and by constant writing in 
the margin of my copies the materials of a little book 
accumulated, the wish naturally arose of bequeathing 
my thoughts to our classical school. Where I fail to 
convince, I can do no harm ; and in so far as I convince, 
I 'hope something is gained for truth and for enjoyment 
of the noble poet. 

I owe much to the erudition of Blomfield, and highly 
respect his labours. This respect does not forbid the 
avowal that the logic of all Person's school is apt to be 
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perverse. They seem to think that in a corrupt passage 
an editor may alter a termination or make a transposi- 
tion, almost ad libitum : this is never called "audacious" : 
but from altering the radical part of a word they shrink 
reverentially. To change fwjcp&v into /juxtcpovs^ would 
not startle them ; but to change into v€KpS>v^ is too bold 
with them. This is one type of their scrupulosity. 
Another type is eminent in Scholefield chiefly; who, 
though quite aware of the enormous mass of false read- 
ings transmitted by copyists, yet so dreads to alter the 
text, that if by strained interpretation and by imputing 
wretched composition to a most vigorous and careful 
poet, he can somehow hammer out a meaning, he will 
say: '^How much better thus to interpret than to 
amend?" I account such an editor, however learned 
and conscientious, to be a virtual slanderer of the poet, 
who could not write such stuff as is foisted upon him. 
I entirely agree with Scholefield in deprecating change 
when the text is reasonably good. That great genius 
Bentley went astray in Horace and Milton, seduced by 
his own ingenuity. But to avoid this error is no praise, 
if we are timid out of place, and defend a text which 
would have been a disgrace to the poet. When a pas- 
sage is certainly corrupt, changes not obvious may be 
justly proposed. I further profess an inveterate re- 
pugnance to the school of Procrustes, whether German 
or English, which would enforce uniformity on the 
Tragedians. Greek poets, like our poets (I make no 
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doubt), loved freedom, aimed at originality, studied 
variety, avoided prosaic grammar and prosaic formulas, 
and did not severely restrict themselves either to 
common Attic formulas in the dialogue, or to mere 
Doric in the songs. If the traditional text is^ otherwise 
satisfactory, to cook it into uniformity of dialect seems 
to me illegitimate. To make the structure exactly that 
of Attic prose, was possibly the very thing which the 
poet was shunning. By all means let no weight be 
given to MSS. or old editions when they make nonsense 
or poor sense, or weak composition with bad structure, 
or wrong emphasis, or bad metre, or stanzas that ought 
to respond, but do not respond. But where none of 
these defects are imputable, I think the closer we follow 
their detail as to dialect^ the better. In many single 
words, the common Greek form has a fuller sound than 
that which is specially Attic. Linwood informs us that 
he systematically, and without notice in detail j alters eU 
to h whenever the metre allows him ! So eXa/a, Kkalxo^ 
alel are altered to eAaa, kKoxo^ ati. For aught we know, 
the poet carefully selected the better sounding forms. 
For lonisms Hermann has sometimes stood up; yet even 
he and Dindorf change inreipo^ov to imipo^ov. [Blom- 
field says : inreipoxov omnes prseter Hermannum et 
Bumeium.] Blomfield on Agam. 17 (2nd ed. 1822) 
well defends " icXateo Kat(o et similia.'^ 

Transposition must sometimes be approved; but in 
nothing has Person himself shown to less advantage. 
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Where the words of a passage are continuously corrupt, 
transposition is the least plausible mode of relieving it. 
But to change ArXay o \aXK4oi(n pcotol^ ovpavov into 
"ArXas 6 vG)T0i9 xaXKeoiaLv ovpavov seems to Person not 
at all audacious. 

After the immense wealth of learning and acuteness 
expended on the text of -ffischylus, one might have 
hoped for stable advance. It is quite a discourage- 
ment to find in the third edition by the accomplished 
Dindorf, how often, as if in despair, he reproduces 
notorious error, and how often his conscious ability 
leads him into most needless liberties. When a text 
is certainly wrong, the main point for a corrector is, if 
possible, to detect the seat of error. Metre is here an 
invaluable help, and antistrophic law is of immense 
value as limiting admissible conjectures. The laws of 
metre are less obscure in -ffischylus than in Sophocles 
or Euripides. Sometimes even where a whole line is 
lost, yet if we know exactly how much is lost, the very 
words of the poet may be recovered with great proba- 
bility. A type of this is Wakefield's insertion after 
Eumenides 49, 

\ovb ^ApTTVLouo-iy ray yap ewrepcofilvas] 

I venture to claim the same, for a few of my supple- 
ments of hiatus; where Antistrophic law limits possi- 
bilities severely, as in Supplices 356, 669. 

The method which we all follow in reading a badly- 
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written letter must be our resource with a corrupt text, 
when various edd. or MSS. fail. We skim through the 
context and try to gather the general sense. Eeading 
some words clearly, we try how to supply those which 
we cannot read. It constantly happens that the true 
word is extremely unlike that which is written for it; 
yet as to length they are almost sure to be alike and 
generally as to the number of letters. Printers, in 
printing what they do not understand, make ludicrous 
blunders, but seldom alter the length of a word. A 
copyist nevertheless may do so by his eye glancing to a 
wrong line : then he generally produces a repetition. 
This has (to me most manifestly) happened half a dozen 
times in -ffischylus: thence some critics deduce a law, 
that he was a careless composer, and fix upon him most 
needlessly a like blot in new places. Eepetition is by 
no means always wrong or unmeaning ; yet such passages 
are pressed into the argument, as if the critic were 
bent on damaging the poet's credit. 

Where words are evidently deficient, I hold it to be 
the duty of an editor, if he can, to aid us by filling the 
gap plamihly^ but of course within brackets. I wish 
also for three kinds of mark ; first, what Person gives, 
an obelus t where the text is judged certainly false ; 
secondly, what Scholefield gives, an asterisk * where 
the editor has admitted a conjectural change which he 
approves : and between these, thirdly, a mark to denote 
a suspected error. Dindorf gives us no such help ; and 



X PREFACE. 

what is very delusive, makes, for mere metre's sake, 
changes of the text which leave it without reasonable 
sense. Possibly one who works through his volume of 
notes will find full explanation ; but to read such a text 
brings no pleasure, but only vexation, in the obsciu'e 
passages. 

In 1859 I printed and privately circulated a paper 
with many of the corrections now proposed ; also others, 
which I withdraw, replaced (as I hope) by better 
suggestions. 

While I am about it, I think it worth while to add 
a few attempts on the text of some other Greek plays, 
made chiefly in years gone by. 

F. W. N. 
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ERRATUM. 

P. 44. Supplices 979. "Avdo^, as Spondee in 4th foot, is 
metrically wrong. For avdo^ fiiveiv (florem opperiri) substi- 
tute a- a iikpeiv (salya manere). 



national pride." Xerxes in Herodotus recites his pedigree from 

Achaemenes. Perhaps irarpcoi/vfiLOVy though here obscure, 

means, rvhich counts ancestral descent, so that the verse is 

equivalent to 

TO * KyaiiiivLOV ydi/09 T^/ierepov. 

V. 157. TrpoaTTLTi/co old text. Something is defective. 
Simpler than Blomfield's suggestion i^ [raJrij] wpoTrirj/oo, 

V. 280. StTrXoKea'aL. Four interpretations are given : 1. 
cloaks or tippets. But men do not fight in them. 2. double 
ship-planks. But corpses could not hold fast upon them. 3. 
double planks here means ships. But slain warriors in the 

1 



COMMENTS 



^\ 



ON THB 



TEXT OF ^SCHYLUS. 



PEESAE. 



V, 100. aalvovaa of Blomf. is well changed to woTtaaL" ' 
vovaa by Hermann, and by some one else apKvarara into 
apKva9 ' Ara. But Dindorf wonderfully cuts down aalvovaa 
TO irp&Tov irapayei into wapaaaipeu 

V, 151. Blomfield calls warpcoi^vfiLoi/ barbarous, and tampers 
with the text in the spirit of Procrustes, while confessing that he 
does not understand it. Pindar has iwcoj/vfiLO^) and as I think 
-fflschylus himself in Suppl. 45. But what of the meaning ? 

First of all, I want yavos for ylvos* The eye of the copyist 

was perhaps caught by -y^vrjs. Tavos is here the *' object of 

national pride." Xerxes in Herodotus recites his pedigree from 

Achaemenes. Perhaps TrarpcovvfiLOVy though here obscure, 

means, rvhich counts ancestral descent, so that the verse is 

equivalent to 

TO * A-)(aiix€moj/ yavo9 r/fierepoj/. 

V, 157. TrpoaTTLTi/oo old text. Something is defective. 
Simpler than Blomfield's suggestion is [raJrij] TrpoTnTvS>. 

V. 280. dtTrXoKeaau Four interpretations are given : 1. 
cloaks or tippets. But men do not fight in them. 2. double 
ship-planks. But corpses could not hold fast upon them. 3. 
double planks here means ships. But slain warriors in the 

1 
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ships would not be wave-washed. Nor is any example given 
of SlirXa^ for a double plank : qu. a catamaran ? 4. surges. 
This is just the sense which we want; but to get it out of 
"a double surface" is truly hard. I conclude that the word 
is corrupt. My nearest conjecture is : 

irXayKToi^ Srj weXdyeaaLv, 
Arjy Ai sounded alike to the moderns. UeXayo^y a Jlood, is 
near in sense to our word surge, which gives a fair translation of 
aXo9 ireXayrj. Arj may be rendered by Lo/ as if the speaker 
had the scene before his eyes. 

V. 384. Koyjrqs oiva^y the boatswain ? 

V. 560. ovTco dfiXa^Tjs rather surprises one, yet has nothing 
wrong in it. Ovrco means: "What rvas the use of Darius 
saving his soldiers' blood, if it is now to be so lavished V* 
OvTTcOy not yet, spoils the sense. We rather need omeru 

V, 620. daXXov(rr]9 ffiiov justly offends Blomfield ; but his 
X'^poLV so far separate from wdpa cannot be right, nor does 
Dindorf 's taop recommend itself. QoiXXov(rrj9 veov is less 
objectionable, or indeed daXXov(rr)9 V€0i9. 

V. 637. cwcoy appears excellent, Dindorf retains it. PaUw 
and Blomf. change it to a^09. If the ed. had d)(09y should 
we not justly wish for a/coy ? 

V. 644. Sia^odcTG). The abruptness seems to denote some- 
thing wrong, I should rather expect Stafioooj/TO^y agreeing 
with fiov. 

V, 656. Aapeiov olou avoKra Aapeidu. Schutz proposes 
delov for olov (words confounded in Choeph. 387, it seems). 
Aapetdv is of course corrupt, but no transcriber would have 
written it for Aapeiov. My notion is that the poet wrote 
Ylapatdvj with the native sounds, and that the line was Sal/ioi/a 
Oelov^ dvaKTa Ylapaiav {ai for English sh). 
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Excursus on iwoScoKeLy v. 662. 

To inquire what this strange word ought to mean, we must 
consider what the poet's argument requires. He has just ex- 
tolled Darius for not squandering lives in war. He adds, that 
*' Darius was called deofirjarcopj nay, he was deofirjarcop : 
what is the proof? eTret arparov ed ewoScoKeLj^Q, virtue 
different from, and, it seems, greater than what was previously 
named.— What virtue can it be ? 

If he had organized the army more wisely than his pre- 
decessors (of which we know nothing), it might have been 
celebrated as eS 8LcpK€L,^Q, correction approved by Paley. 
But such a virtue, if it existed, would not strike the imagina- 
tion, nor would 8lcok€l be liable to degenerate into ewoScoKeL. 
The poet ostensibly must have used a rare or newly coined 
phrase, puzzling to copyists. The virtue must have been so 
new to the Greeks, as to elicit from the poet some new verb. 

We read that the later Parthian and Persian monarchs 
habitually transferred their encampments to summer and 
winter quarters. This earlier Persian dynasty had certainly 
a considerable standing army, which indeed the institution of 
the adavaroL attests, and their wars had so little cessation, 
that an army of reserve was probably always in the field at 
home. To preserve the health of troops, a frequent change 
of camp was of high avail. May not iEschylus have here 
ascribed to Darius ''wise regulation of home-encampments"? 
The Greeks having no such permanent armaments, the saga- 
cious distribution of these masses may have struck the poet 
as a higher merit than victory ; which, as Philip 11. of Macedon 
felt, depended on his soldiers as much as on himself. 

To coin such a verb as (TrparoTreSoKti/eco is not every one's 
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right. Somewhat later, hiatorians have arpaTOTribap^o^ and 
its derivatives. Our poet may have applied this epithet to him 
who guides the changes of camp : then using tmesis on the 
verb, instead of iarpaTOTreSapx'EL (ro(l>S>s^ he may have said, 
(rrparou ed cTrefia/ox^t. If he so wrote, no one would be 
surprized at the copyists modifying the strange word into thet 
still stranger eVoSco/cet. 

But another possibility has occurred to me; indeed, is an 
old fancy. 

Closer to ewoScoKei stands weScpKeLy and iEschylus some- 
times uses Trefia in composition for fiera^ as in 7re8aopo9y 
weSapaio^y Trebaiyjuo^. Scott and Liddell cite weSotKO? for 
IX€T0LK09 iEsch. Fr. 45 (I have not found the place). The 
poet is said to have learnt this weSa (I think) from Sicily. 
An army, I suppose, might be said fieroLKelv in the sense of 
change its encampment or migrate; and the commander, to 
fieToiKL^etj/ it. In Theocritus e/x aTroiKel means *'he causes 
me to dwell afar," for e/x' aTroLKL^eL. Why not, when in Attic 
SLOiKeco is transitive? (I find no instance of oIkoco for oIkl^co). 
It is possible, — but I pretend no more than a possibility, — that 
7reSotK€COy as a Sikeliot verb, was transitive, like aTroiKeo). If 
this is not to be accounted too wild, TreScoKec in the sense of 
** he habitually caused to migrate** will untie our knot without 
the tmesis which my first solution postulates. 

V. 669. l3do'K€ wdrep oucaKe Aapeidj/, I am bound to 
see YlapaLoii/, as before, in the last word. A/co/ce does not 
recommend itself in metre or sense. It means simple-hearted, 
guileless; not a probable epithet here. Since the Scholiast in- 
terprets by /3ao"/C€ /cat iropevd-qri^ and omits warep, writing 
only CO Siairora^ I infer that his copy had fidaK t0L wepj in 
Homeric form. In no other place does fidaK€ stand alone; 
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and I learn that in MSS. Trp is often written for warep. In 
entreaty, irep (' by all means * ?) can be used ; as in Iliad 508, 
aAAa av irep pxv rlaov. Thus I conjecture fiaaK lOi wep 
(TV [^"^] TLapo'iav. Of the lost noun we can only know 
that it was probably unusual, with a double sound of k. I think 
of fiaKap')(€j which is not in our dictionaries, and well might 
puzzle. It represents /xa^ap^e, equivalent to the familiar 
TToXefiap^e. Xe, K€ both sound now as our tchay. 

/3ao"/c* tdc wep av^ [/xowcap^^] TLapaiaVj gives here the 
most probable rhythm (with at for our sh), 

V. 670. For this corrupt passage we lose antistrophic guidance, 

but the first line being dactylic, I presume the same of the two 
following : 

Tc rdSe SwaradwaraTrepLTa 
aa SiSvfia Sidyotev dfidpria ; 
Blomfield excellently leads correction by 8l oivoiav for Scayoiep. 
I complete the dactylic line by accusative Stdvfiai/, 

In the preceding line I write Sell/ (i.e, Secva afiapria) for 
8vv after rctSc. This is no liberty in a corrupt passage, since 
Seiv and Svv have long been pronounced alike in Greece. 

AwepLTOL ought to be a Bacchic foot and contain a noun with 
which (ra agrees. Therefore I write first : 

WW -"WW 

TL9 raSe Seip* araSvvar eir dpya 
aa SiSv/iaj/ 8l avoiav dfiapria'^ 

and seek for a Greek verb here plausible, which will yield the 
meaning : *' Wh6 inflicted this dreadful penalty on thy empire 
on account of double folly ? " 

'Ej/erc/rar* perhaps will do; intensijied? metaphor from 
screwing up a musical string. A trifle closer to the letters 
is eTLTrjvar from TLralvo/JiaLj a verb less likely to be dis- 
covered : in so far, deserving preference. 
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But what is the double infatuation ? Clearly, the risking land 
, forces as well as naval. See vv. 76-78, Bi^odev k.t.X. Yet 
nothing is here said of the land force ! Surely the poet must 
have written something equivalent to : 

[we^oop fi€i/ yap oAcoAe a'TL(l>rj 
fivpla] Traaai S av yet raS' 
e^e(f)dLPTaL rpLaKoXfiOL 



pais aii^aey ctj/aey. 



V, 671. Kaiva T€j evidently false. I propose KOLvaXyrjy 
which suits metre as well as sense. 

V, 799. VTrepKOfiTTov^j of the old text, seems to me quite 
unblameable, and to give better sense than vTrepwcoXov^ of the 
Medicean : VTrepiroXXov^ ayav of Dindorf is a little overdone. 

«?. 834. '^ K^yj>7]iiivoi^ Aid. Eob. Turn. MSS." So writes 
Blomfield: yet he adopts KV)(j>'Y]iiivov, from Schutz, who de- 
duced it from the Scholiasts. A Scholiast can but show us what 
the MS. before him contained, and does not compel our accep- 
tance of it. Inasmuch as passages in Euripides prove that 
KVj(fi7][iivoi with a dative means udy and with a genitive means 
indiffi, it remains for us to choose which sense best suits the line 
before us. " Usinff prudence, correct him," seems far more 
natural from Darius concerning his imperial and imperious son, 
than " Correct him, since he is deficient in prudence." I there- 
fore prefer the old text K€')(pr]fi€voL. 

V. 860. oKOKas, a word without authority. Blomfield suggests 
oLKajJuoL^^ indefessuSf an epithet most aptly applied to this king ; 
who, beside his great military deeds, first organized on a regular 
system the finance of the empire and established royal ayyapou 

V, 864. Trpcora fieu .... ijfie pofiL/ia ra irvpyiva iravr 
iirevOvvov. — Hermann's vofiiaixaTa would deserve welcome, 
if it really cleared up the passage. But as it does not, it is 
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better to study rem integram. I have so often changed my 
mind, that I am bound to be very diffident in this extremely 
difficult sentence. The first difficulty is as to structure. With 
. Scholefield, vofiLafiara is nomin. and iravra is accus. 'H5c 
is found once in Euripides, joining two nouns ; not even once 
in Sophocles. In -fflschylus it nine times joins simple nouns 
or adjectives, and once (Choeph. 1012) two infinitives. It never 
joins two sentences that have different nominatives. Schole- 
field's structure always seemed to me unplausible. With rjbl 
I expect a verb in the same number and person as a7re0aiVo- 
jxeff. Metrical reasons do not quite forbid this, ^wevdvi/ou 
is sounded i7re(l)d7]j/ov by the moderns ; therefore i7re(l)d7]fi€Uy 
from iTTLcbddvcOy deserves triaL It is not so energetic as out- 
strip; but it may mean "attain unto," ''equal in swiftness." 
No/x:/xa and No/XTy/xa are identical in sound with the moderns ; 
which suggests to try Spo/XTjiJia. Then (jrvpyiva being a word 
of which Blomfield seems to despair) I alight on a conjecture, 
7]8€ SpofiTjfJui TO irvpyeverav €7re(p07]fi€i/. "We [now 
Eegents of the land] used to be displayed [in our early man- 
hood] as chief persons in an approved army, and equalled the 
running of the jire-homr Who are they in Persian mytho- 
logy ? meteors ? or angels ? or winds ? In Hebrew estimate, 
Psalm civ. 4, the three are much the same. Perhaps therefore 
also with the old Persians. To have the qualities of an Achilles, 
was, no doubt, a high excellence in a Persian leader; even 
Alexander the Great coveted them. Our poet may have thought 
fit to ascribe swiftness to the TrKTra UepaSu. 

Every attempt that I have made to correct Trvpyiva by slight 
change is checkmated by some other equally slight and equally 
plausible. But Trvpyeverav^ being unique, may be presented 
for criticism. Meteors is a safe interpretation. 
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I may be asked : " Is it absolutely necessary to go as far. as 

Spofirjfia?" Well: if we can keep j/ofirjfia, I am satisfied. 

Try vofievfia or j/ofuo'/ia. The initial consonant in spoken 

language is more marked than the rest ; but by no means always 

so in writing. AP miffht by accident be very like N. 
V. 869, A word measured by a Dactyl, is deficient. Before 

OLKovs the preposition cy must be displaced metri causd, Blom- 

field did not see that €v irpaa'aovTa^ agrees with oIkov9> To 

fill the hiatus is obvious. Noorot 5' €K TroXeficou dwovov^ 

oLTradel^ [r avbpas ey] ei; irpaaaovra^ ayov oikovs. 

Blomfield's ayayov for ayov is a wrong tense. 

V. 921. To say to the king's face that he has slain his soldiers, 
is a bold utterance of grief; but to add that '* he has packed 
Pluto with Persians," is incredibly coarse. To evade it we 
micst condemn at8ov. No milder remedy is possible than (uv(o, 
which yields " dire harnesser of Persians," aaKTopi from cayrj, 
panoply. 

V, 922. AySafiaraL, Blomfield excellently deduces from 
Herodotus vii. 83 that the word ought to be ^Addvaroc, which 
to the copyists seemed here impossible. Herodotus reckons 
them among the Tre^t, which sets aside Heath's tTnro^arat, 
or any such substitute as Aairo^arai, Blomfield's correction 
is to me beyond dispute. Scholefield's panegyric of alSofiarou 
implies that he supposes AlSrjs^ to be a place ! 

V, 923. fydp (j)V(m9» The explanation of this by Scholiasts, 
from (j)vpco, does but show how ancient is the corruption ; for 
Trdvv ^voTiSj miscellaneous^ is the opposite of what is needed. 
Herodotus tells us that these Immortals were distinguished by 
gold ornament; probably by gold lace like that of modern general 
officers. Therefore the poet's sense is probably attained by : 

iravv y^pvacoTL^ fivpid^ dvSptSv 
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^pvacoTrjg is in our dictionaries. The very rare feminine 
might well fail of being rightly copied, 

V. 926. Aala Se x^^^j fiounXev^ ^yalas* To join fiaaiXev 
yaia^ with Schutz seems to me a very feeble proceeding. If, aa 
Blomfield suggests, Kaias \9g)V yala^ be good, it yet cannot 
admit fiaatXev between )(0coj/ and ya/ay. My idea is, that 
yaias hides a lost participle, such as Kkalova. 

V. 939. AaoTradrj-fae^L^cov aXlrvwa re fiaprj. The strophe 
has a double dochmee. For ae^l^cov we need an Iamb, as 
8vav or I3ocou, nor is its sense at all apposite. But no other 
word in the line is open to just attack, and I feel bound to 
assume that all is sound except aefii^cov. If aeficop were in 
a MS., what copyist would alter it to aefii^coj/y manifestly contra 
metrum ? 1 could sooner accept any word with^be^r consonants and 
ending in cov. Though fidpo9 Tnjixoi/rj^ is good, yet ^dpr] alone 
is not natural for griefs. I expect ^apy] Svdv or fiapr) irqixovcov. 
A genitive plural is here most in place. Might not, by some 
strange fatality, arovcov degenerate into (refii^coj/ ? 

AaoTTOLdrj (TToucou aXlrvwa re I3apr] involves less objec- 
tion than any other substitute imagined by me. The contrast is 
between misery of the common people and loss of fleets by the 
State. 

V. 940. I stop after I3dpr), The structure then is as if for 
TToAeoDy yevva^ the poet had written an equivalent Ile/xreTro- 
Xltov. Perhaps he could not ; for in Greek Ylepaou^ or (for 
distinction) He'/xraf-TroAAS', was the name of Darius's new capital 
(aarv to Uepacou oft?. 15). noXecoy yevvas is here obscure 
in syntax, weak in emphasis, and so unlikely from our poet, that 
on comparing ^lapiavSvvov I am driven to believe in a con- 
trasted UepaaLyeveTov coined for the passage. Over Uepaai 
would naturally be written for explanation, woXis (a city) 



10 



COMMENTS ON -ZESCHYLUS. 



yivvcL (a special race or clan ; vx>t PersiaDS generally) or indeed 
TToAccoy, yevvas : whence the received text. To the dirge as 
if from a hired foreigner this second (halO chorus sets forth, as 
in climax, his genuine sorrow as a native of the city Ylepacu. 

«?. 941 is a lame Paroemiac, and fie comes ill as fourth word 
of the sentence. The school of Porson readily forgives trans- 
position, and would account Kkay^co yoov air apiSaKpvv 
a very mild change. But what could lead a copyist, who had 
this good Paroemiac before him, to turn it into a doubtful one 
(though the metre is among the commonest) and to intrude the 
vexatious 5e. I can more easily believe that 5' ad yoov rose 
out of Svpfiop illwritten and not understood. To pursue my 
thoughts by argument might be waste of effort. However, let 
my reader ponder over 

HepaatyeveTov Trei^OrjTTjpo^ 

KXay^co Svpfiov TraXiSaKpvv. 

I suppose Uepaouyeperrj^ to be the nominative, as in yrjye- 

V, 942. This second strophe and its antistrophe involve much 
doubt. In the old books 



\a)V(ov yap dwrjvpa Icoj/cop 
j/av(f)paKT09 Apr]9 ere/ooX/CTyy 
vv^iav wXaKa Kepaafiepos^ 
dvaSaifioi/a r oKrav. 



6Xoov9 aireXLTTOP Tvpla^ 
eK vaj09 eppovTa^ iir aKTots 
^aXa/iLj/lao'Lj aTV(f)€Xov 
deivoi/ra^ iir a/cray. 



^Aprjs experiences the prowess (?) of the lonians. But what 
^Ap7]9 ? Further, airqvpa ought to be airqvparo according to 
Prom. 28, which suggests aTnjvpaT with vowel following. Is 
it possible, that since the Asiatic Greek galleys were pressed into 
the war by the Persians, Xerxes here lessens Persian dishonour 
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by saying that Greeks were beaten by Greeks ? Then we should 
have sense in Icoi/cou yap aTnjvpar Icov \ /c.r.X. 

What irepaXK^^ means, is obscure. If from Herodotus we 
render it, " having alternate success," it here comes on us as a 
novel fact. In the Iliad it seems to mean " reinforced," Blomf. 
strangely translates it: aliis victoriam cedens. May it here 
mean, ''aided by Tynans** f Nay, but I now see, the poet must 
have written, ru/otoAxiyy, for this very sense. 

In the antistrophe {6Xoov9 aireXuirov Tvpias) the 6X00V9 
is tautological with eppoi/ra^. Blomfield shortens to eXtwou. 
Dindorf's imperfect tense iTreXeLwou is not plausible. Pro- 
visionally, I try avoX^ovs cXlttou Tu/o/ay, after which the 
metres have no particular fault. Aprj^ in 943 is a Spondee. 

V. 944. For vv^Lav, which is a gratuitous epithet, Blomf. well 
suggests pvyiav. But Kepadixevo^ remains doubtful. Can 
it really mean ''having mourned over"? a very feeble sense. 
Tevaoifieuos would do, if in poetry of this age it could take an 
accusative. — What of the future tense KXavaofiei/o^^ KXaUiu 
being idiomatically opposed to yaipeiv ? But €7r* olktSl^ at the 
close, after Itt oKrahj is incrediblei. To change to eira^dm 
would need no apology, were not anre^O&s so specious. For 
a'TV(f>€Xov we finally need (rTv(f>eX(U9. The comma preceding 
it must be replaced by one after eppoura^. 

^?. 996. eTTOfievoL seems to be interpreted passively by 
Blomfield. I think we must explain era0oj/, as equivalent to 
edayfraUj and join dficf^LewoixepoL in thought. 
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V. 2. The old text is a^aroVy untrodden^ which Porson 
marked with an obelus. We have to guess at his reason. Did 
he possibly think the poet contradicted himself by calling the 
same land " the pathway of Scythians, and an untrodden wild"? 
It is possible : for the same cause seems to lead to inventing 
for this passage only as a sense of oifio^, " a strip of land." To 
relieve the poet from this imputation, the reading of a^porov 
for afiarov may have been invented. Yet there is nothing in 
the Greek absolutely to forbid, as free interpretation, " To the 
left we see a war-path of the Scythians ; to the right an untrodden 
wilderness." But a wilderness of rock passed rarely by roaming 
tribes might be called simply untrodden. To correct the poet 
on this ground can hardly be approved. Blomfield informs us 
that Phavorinus illustrates afipoTrj vv^ of Homer by afiporov 
eh iprjixlav of ^Eschylus. If this showed Phavorinus to have 
a^poTOv in his copy, it would not prove afiarop to be wrong. 
Greeks, however learned, were particularly weak as to Etymo- 
logy. Modern scholars interpret afiporos (as an epithet of eirr] 
in Sophocles and vv^ in Homer) to mean Immortal. No clear 
instance can be found of its meaning destitute of mortals ; and 
it may be feared that Phavorinus was misled by a false etymo- 
logy of dfipord^coy which is not derived from fiporo^y but from 
oLfiaprdvco or yjpL^poTe. — Scholefield will not yield up d^arov. 
I think he is right. 

V. 49. i7rpd)(j9r]. Stanley conjectured i7ra)(j9rj. Hermann 
applauded : Blomfield accepted : Dindorf adopted. Yet in his 
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third edition Dindorf goes back. Scholefield defends kTrpay^Orj. 
The aorist seems to me scarcely tolerable. 

V. 218. Kcu Taia ... Is not this line obtrusive? Qefii^j 
mother of Prometheus, is daughter of rata (not identical with 
her), in Eumenides 2 and in Iph. T. To account for a line 
creeping in, is not always necessary, nor possible. 

V. 362 [354 Dind.]. iraaiv os avrearr] Oeois* — Gaisford 
blotted out Tra(nv and wrote oarts for oy. Porson approved, 
and Blomfield adopted. Of course the Anapaest in the fourth 
foot offends : but roughness in metre is better than weakness in 
sense, even if ootls may mean quippe qui. '* Typhos, who 
opposed gods," (a thing which Homeric Heroes did, and with 
high credit,) is too feeble for our poet. We cannot afford to 
lose irao'Lv. 

Dindorf felt this, but his remedy is even worse. He prints 
as from the hand of ^schylus dpeaTrjj he stood up. But 
dpaaTrji/al tlvl means to rise from one's seat in honour to 
some one. Is it credible that the poet would select so 
ambiguous a term, even if it might be used for a hostile 
rising? II. 7, 161 and II. 23, 365 prove nothing. To rise 
up in emulation as at public games has in it the element of 
honour. '' Typhos, who arose to all the gods," ought not to be 
obtruded on the poet. 

The conjecture of Burgess, named without comment by Blom- 
field, to me is very plausible : Tui0c5z/a Orjp^y oy . . . For 
6r]p is an epithet characteristic of the hundred-headed Typhon ; 
6ovp09 is applicable to any hero or god. But dirrearr] is still 
somewhat weak. We need rather an eVaz/acrracrts*. The phrase 

Tv(j)6ipa 0rjp\ 09 irdaiv eTrapearrj deots — 
is not assailable as non-Aeschylean. 

V. 432 [425 Dind^] fiovov Srj irpoaOev aXXou eV ttovols \ 
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SafiepT oLKafiapToSeroi^ Tcrdva Xv/iou9* With extraordinary 
unanimity critics change aKafiavrobeTOLs to abafJUOLvroBtTOLs. 
All the (old) editions, says Blomfield ; every codex but one, says 
Scholefield, have a/ca/xaz/ro — . To introduce the alliteration 
SafiePT dSafiai/T — when no logical relation is intended, 
obtrudes a blot on the poet. But (it is urged) in v. 162 he has 
the phrase aSafjuzPToSeroKn Xiifiac^. True : and that is why 
we ought not to push it in here. Our poet is not an Epic ballad 
singer. The two datives ttovois and Xvfuas are in themselves 
suggestive of corruption. AKa/juii/To8eTOL9 with good reason 
is condemned ; but the error seems to lie in SeroL^^ not in 
OLKa/JLairraj which is an excellent epithet for Atlas. Tentatively, 
for SeroL^ I propose Se/xay. My belief is that Xv/iai^ ought 
to be Xvypols. 

V. 434. We continue Tirdva Xvypols eiacSofiap 6eS>v, — 
The metre of this passage is not Choriambic, but (as I think) is 
the metre based on Iambic and Dactylic Penthemimeter. On 
metrical grounds I prefer etaiSop dimOicov. Indeed dvriOeos 
is a good epithet for all the Titans. 

But what follows is certainly defective. Atlas could not 
groan under the Earth. He stood on the Earth. If aO^vos 
somehow imply earth, a verb is lost, and the phrase ovpdviov 
T€ iroXov makes this almost certain. The mythos of the 
Odyssey says that Atlas knows the depths of the sea (i.e. his 
feet rest on the bottom of the sea), and he keeps Heaven and 
Earth apart (dficlH^ ipvKei). Our poet does not follow the 
Odyssey closely, but he must have had the passage in his mind. 
^Oivos for mere inactive weight is (I believe) unparalleled. 
If words are lost, we cannot hope to recover the real original, 
but only to discern possibilities. For (rdei/os, x^^^^^ ^^ ^ 
plausible substitute, as in 349 concerning Atlas, ovpavov 
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T€ KOLL ')(6ovos* May not the poet have used the Odyssean 
noun KparaHs and written ')(0ovo9 Kparauv for the hard 
material of the bottom of the sea? This would naturally 
degenerate into (rOivos Kparatov. 

If a Penthemimer Dactylicus be lost after cu^v (as metre 
and sense suggest to me), it can of course be filled by different 
conjectures. I think of Troaalp epepde irarety and Xa^ 
KaT€')(€i (TTL^ap&9. The former wants o'vpa(l)€ta. But sense 
and metre are satisfied by 

jjLOvov Stj irpoaOev aXKov iv ttovols 
SafiepT oLKafxavra 84fias 
Tit dp a XvypoL9 eiatSov aprcdecoj/ 
ArAaj/r , 09 aUp [Aa^ re Trarel CTt^ap&si] 
VTrelpoxop xOovos Kparauv ^ 
ovpavLov re iroXov VG>roLs viroareva^ei. 

With what propriety Dindorf changes vrro to ox«^ I do not 
understand. Yds is inserted after aOivos in Dindorf. 

V. 471. I prefer acofiaa-iv of the old text to Dindorf 's 
aayfiaaLP. 

V. 545. rol^ efifievou Here ro8e means rovro^ the principle 
already enunciated. Indeed rovr would respond more closely 
to yvdypLCL aefiei. In this metre long syllables prevail, wherever 
admissible. 

V. 542. Person's *Q,K€avoco for *QK€apov damages the metre 
which he meant it to aid. In the antistrophe I supply SiaKj/ai- 
ofiei/op [KavdatperoL^] which answers to 7rarpo9 aa^earov 
iropov. 

V. 557. iSla is defective in metre. I cannot follow Dindorf 
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into avTovcp^ nor does Barney's eV I8ia seem natural. What 
of [era alv 8r] ? 

V. 565. A word is lost, not before yivos but after oxhrore. 
Dlndorf needlessly makes two changes for one. We need some- 
thing like 

ovTTor ld([>avpal] \ rav Alo9 dp/JLOj/iau \ dvarcov irape^iao't 
fiovXai. 

». 695. Eather than alter with Elmsley rrfKeirXayKTOi to 
TTjXeTrXai/otj I would write in the antistrophe irrjrvfjuo^ for 
eTTjTVfia. True, in v. 604 7roXv7rXa]/OL may be the better text ; 
but to contend for uniformity rests on false principle. 

V. 698. Kepvrjs aKpov re, old text. Scholefield retains it, 
and explains it of clifs. Why indeed not? In summer heat 
even here we see cows pass the day either far out on the 
sand or on the tops of rocks, courting the breeze which drives 
oflF the fly. 

t?. 875. The word eirtavvfiov convicts yevvrjfioLTcov here, as 
pvalcop in Suppl. 314. It is possible that here the poet wrote 
eTTcopvfioi/ Se rSivS oaLoyei/i/rj/iarayp, This differs from the 
received text by a letter only, and if so written, was almost sure 
to be corrupted into Atos* for Soclo, 

w. 922-933. Person omits ydpxov and ttovcov, somewhat 
damaging the metre, hardly improving the sense, if ir6v(ov can 
mean Spo/juop. But it is credible that here and in Eumen. 127. 
irovos has unduly supplanted 8po/jL09 in the text. [Perhaps in 
Pers. 865 SpofiTj/xa was made pofir/fia.] 

w. 912-923. To omit the verb i^v after aocpo^f is a change 
for the worse. In the antistrophe a word being lost, we ought to 
accommodate it to the strophe. I propose fiotpac [fiaKpuLcipes^], 



then no further change is needed. 
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V. 934 is marked iwciSo^ by Blomfield, who tells us that 
Elmsley and Monk tried to reduce it to Antistrophics. He does 
not say where, and I have never seen their attempts. My own 
is as follows : 



1. efioc d 09 y /xez/ o/iaAoy, 

6 yajJLOs a([)ofio9* 

2. ovSe deSca firj 6eS>v rov 

3. KpeiaaOVCDP €p(09 0L(I)VKT0L9 

4. ofifwxTi TTpoaSpaKTi fie. 



1. oLTToXefio^ oSe y 6 TroAe- 

/xoy, SfiropairopLixos' 

2. ovS ex® TLs av yevoipjoLv. 

3. TOLV Atoy yap ou^ op&pjcu 

4. prjTLV OTTa (f>vyoLfi av. 



To reduce eight continuous lines into antistrophics with so 
slight change from (one or other of) the old versions as is here 
used, seems to me clearly impossible, unless the poet had planned 
it. My principal change, quite unauthorized by the books, is 
deoiv Tov KpeL(T(Tov(ov for Kpetaaovcoi/ 0eS>v» *A(J)vktol9 
ofJLiMoxn for a0i;icroz/ op^pxt is needed per se and not merely for 
antistrophic metre. I have also written 6poip£U for op&y as in 
Soph. Antig. 194, Trachin. 306. 
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Intboduction. 

Two centuries ago it was possible for an English writer to 
retrace the history of his native island in words neariy as follows : 
" In ancient times British kings ruled in all parts ; but, after- 
wards, Saxons and Danes came in, and gradually prevailed. In 
consequence, first oiie county of Britain, then another, became 
English. Last of all in England, Cornwall laid aside its British 
memories, and Cornish men changed into English. Now what 
language the British spoke, I do not certainly know: but if 
they spoke the same language as the modem Welsh speak, they 
must certainly have been barbarians. For I find that I cannot 
understand Welsh, nor can the Welsh understand me." 

If all else concerning the British tongue were unknown to 
a learned and intelligent Arab, we should be greatly surprised 
by his interpreting this passage, that the primitive British 
language had been *' a sort of older Saxon which in course of 
generations had developed itself into English ; " and that the 
language of Wales was erroneously quoted as some clue to 
the British language once talked over all England. 

Yet the case imagined here nearly represents the statement of 
Herodotus concerning the Hellenizing of the Pelasgians. That 
I may not unawares garble this author, I quote from Long's 
Summary the purport of hia chapter. Croesus inquires into 
the population of Hellas, i. 56. He finds : " The Lacedaemo- 
nians, descended from the Hellenes, are the most distinguished 
of the Doric stock ; the Athenians, descended from the 
Pelasgians, are the head of the Ionic family. The Pelasgians 
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probably did not speak the same language as the Hellenes. 
The men of Creston and Placentura, who are of Pelasgian 
stock, have a language peculiar to themselves. The Attic 
nation, when it became Hellenic, adopted the Hellenic tongue ; 
but the Hellenes never changed their language." 

All this is very perspicuous. We may, or we may not, 
believe that the Athenians once were Pelasgians, talking 
Pelasgic. If we wholly accept his statement, the Athenians, 
a Pelasgian tribe, learned Hellenic, just as the Gauls, Italians 
and Spaniards learned Latin. But every one objects, that the 
Athenians cannot have learnt their lonism from Dorians, nor 
was Attica ever conquered by other Hellenes. It was em- 
phatically the lepa x^P^ airopOrjTos by Doric invasion; 
therefore its Ionian language mttst have been native and 
primitive/ We are forced to reject this part of Herodotus's 
statement as an erroneous theory ^ while we retain his fact, 
that the Pelasgian language was barbarous to the Greeks. 

Of this fact, we have other proofs. I quote from Long's 
Index to Herodotus concerning (he Pelasgians, p. cxxv. 

" Their language was of a barbarous character, i. 57. They 
were in ancient times inhabitants of Samothrace, where they 
instituted the Orgies of the Kabiri; but afterward became 
inhabitants of the same country as the Athenians, whom they 
taught to make statues of Hermes. Their gods had no names, ' 
ii. 51, 52. After their expulsion from Attica they inhabited 
Lemnos, vi. 137-140, and Imbros, v. 26. The Athenians were 
anciently a portion of them and were called Kranaoi, viii. 44. 
Arcadian Pelasgi, i. 146. Pelasgic wall of Athens, v. 64. 
Pelasgian Antandrus, vii. 42. Pelasgians in Achaia of Pelo- 
ponnesus." 

Everything denotes that in religion, in habits, in art, and in 
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language the Pelasgians were un-Greek. Herodotus (ii. 52) 
learned concerning their religion in Dodona, which confirms 
the Homeric invocation made hy Achilles, ZcC AcoS(0]/ou€ 
UeXdnrycKe I of which UeXapyLKe seems to be only a fanci- 
ful variation. Before Hellenism became dominant in Greece, 
and Apollo's temple at Delphi (or Pytho) the leading oracle, 
notoriously Ihe temple of Dodona was the principal sacred place, 
and a Pelasgian chief deity was there worshipped, though Hero- 
dotus did not know any Pelasgian name for him. Primdjizcie, 
the language of Dodona was the language of the Pelasgi. There- 
fore the modem Albanian (Amaut or Skipetari) seems to me 
our best representative of the ancient Pelasgian tongue. — 
Thucydides testifies that the language of the Chaonians was 
barbarous to Hellenes, and we have no reason to doubt that 
Ghaonia, Molossia, and indeed all Epirus, spoke the l&nguage of 
Dodona. This is approximately the area of the Skipetari. 

My revered friend, the late Dr. James Cowles Prichard (whose 
opinion concerning the Pelasgian race I never was able to accept), 
volunteered to me the remark, that the Pelasgian Colonies of 
Italy seem always to have come across the Adriatic from Epirus. 

That the Pelasgians of Attica were separated from the 
Athenians by a great chasm is manifest in the tale by Hero- 
dotus. They had an art of [polygonal] building, in which the 
Athenians had no experience. To erect walls which no battering- 
ram could beat down was of great avail; so the Athenians 
engaged a tribe of Pelasgians to fortify their citadel, and paid 
them in a gift of land under Mount Hymettus, celebrated for 
its honey. This land, bleak and barren, they cultivated into 
high fertility; but the Athenians accused them of systemati- 
cally waylaying and a&onting their maidens. In a new 
generation severe frays arose, and a battle of races ; in which 
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the Pelasgians were overpowered, but were allowed to emigrate 
in mass to Lemnos and elsewhither. — Surely this tale denotes 
of itself that Pelasgians and Athenians could ill coalesce into 
a single community. The statement of Herodotus that the 
mass of the Athenians were primitively themselves Pelasgians, 
must be a mere theory and quite erroneous; even if certain 
Pelasgians (viz. the Kranaoi), older inhabitants, absorbed in 
Ionian invaders far more numerous, became Atticized. 

Did possibly the Greek Tragedians partake in Herodotus's error? 

iEschylus in this play of the Supplices represents Pelasgus 
as king of all Greece ; not of the Apian Peninsula only, but of 
the land of the rivers Algus (?) and Strymon [i.e. of all Mace- 
donia ?] the Perrhaebians and the mountains of Dodona, — that 
is, both sides of that mighty Pindus. This is only in the 
spirit of a modem poet who may put forth King Arthur as 
lord of all England and Wales. To quote such poetry as 
testimony of fact, is strange philosophy. Just as Homer repre- 
sents Greeks and Trojans as understanding each the language 
of the other (a convenient poetical convention), so does iEschylus 
make King Pelasgus account himself a Hellene, and identifies 
the "Danaan" immigrants with Libyans. He also assigns 
to the people of Pelasgus popular institutions closely modelled 
on those of Greek democracy. This of course is quite un- 
historical. 

Sophocles in a fragment alludes to the Tyrsene-Pelasgians 
(Dionysius, i. 25). We have to interpret this double name as 
we best may. Thucydides, iv. 109, adds no light. It certainly 
cannot conduce to the conclusion that the Pelasgi were only 
old Greeks. Sophocles seems to have invented the idea that 
Inachus reigned both in Argos and over Southern Italy. 

Euripides has a new invention. The walls of Mycenae, 
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which we (seemingly with good reason) may ascribe to Pelas- 
gian artificers, he supposes to be the work of primitive one- 
eyed giants. Thus Mycenae becomes the Cyclopian city. 
Nevertheless Argos in Peloponnesus is with him as with 
iEschylus emphatically Pelasgian Argos, as Phoen. 264, Orest. 
1601, etc. But this notion of the Tragedians (perhaps sug- 
gested by the architecture) is in direct opposition to Homer, 
with whom Peloponnesian Argos is Ackaian Argos in contra- 
distinction to Apyo^ TO UeXaayiKov in Thessaly. The 
Pelasgians of Homer (Iliad ii. and x.) are allies of Priam, 
hostile to Greece. Of course we are at liberty to believe that 
Cheiron the wise, and his people called Centaurs, were among 
those Pelasgians whom the Greeks gradually overpowered. 
But Homer gives no ground whatever for refusing to admit 
that the Pelasgians spoke a language wholly barbaric to Greece. 
The ancient Greek commentators looked on Homer as Holy 
Writ ; hence, when they found in II. ii. 750 Peraebians living, 
some at Dodona, others beside a stream Titaresius which runs 
into the Peneius, and that both classes of Peraebians joined 
Agamemnon's army, they dutifully inferred that, since the poet's 
age, the temple of Dodona had shifted to the wrong side 
of Pindus I Our learned Thirlwall is not staggered by this 
hypothesis, though the Homeric passage is obviously mythical. 
" Titaresius, a stream of Thessaly, flows out of Styx, a river 
of Tartarus " — and of Arcadia I How little the poet of the 
Odyssey knew of the mountains of Peloponnesus, all com- 
mentators remark. In neither poem is the great chain of 
Pindtis alluded to. The poet of the Iliad, though well ac- 
quainted with the coast of Greece, may easily have fancied 
that Dodona was in the basin of the Peneius, if he had never 
heard of Pindus. 
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Comments on the Text. 

V. 7. ypcoaOelaou makes a bad Paroemiac. No one can 
feel confidence in a substitute, while the rest is uncertain. The 
old text ovTLv €0* atfian STj/XTjXaaLa pleases no one; yet 
the current correction ovrtpa SrjfirjXao'Laj/ is to me quite 
unnatural. ArjfjLTjXdaio^ is a possible Epic epithet, such as 
in this metre an Attic poet might use, and its feminine may 
here be joined to ^([>cp. Instead of changing it, I propose 
ovSa/jL (for Ionic ovSa/xa) nowise in place of ovTiv. We have 
then sound metre and good sense in 

ovSafJL i(j)* atfian Sr/fuiXacrca 
ylrr/cfxp 7roX€(09 e^Gyadecaaij — 

V. 8 Vulg, avToyem/TOj/ (f)v^dvopa is altered to avroyepfj 
(j)v^aj/opLa with very fair sense, if avToyevrjs can mean 
incestuous. But how strange the termination -roj/ here I The 
emphasis of contrast makes me expect, " not driven out, but by 
our voluntary act"; therefore I incline to see avTaypercp in 
avToyevTjTOv. 

aXA* avraypirto (l)v^aPOpLa 

excellent per se, will yet require ao'efirj y for daefirj r ; but 
the ye would mean " quippe impium." 

V, 28. Se^aiT can only mean Se^acro Zevy, slighting the 
other gods : and especially with plural Tre/x^are, Se^ouade 
seems indispensable. 

V, 38. (T(l>eT€pL^afievov referred to the distant iafiop would 
imply a careless composer. Not such is our poet. I claim 
-afievovSf and by similar logic ewLKeKXafiepa in v. 40. There 
is neither motive nor excuse for bad syntax. 

vv, 41-47 are not only void of syntax, but are heaped in 
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confusion^ as if Ivii/ and e(f)ayjrLP were in apposition. After 
TiTjvos we must begin a virtud parenthesis until iyevvaaeVf 
within which some word for when is wanted, and eTreKpalveTO 
must govern e^a^tj/. 

In Pindar eTrcopvfuo^ is an adjective. Here we need (for 
eTTCOj/v/xia 5') kircovvfiiav agreeing with e(f)aylrLv. We get 
the particle when most easily by writing liriKpaiv ore for 
eireKpaiveTO. This inversion of the conjunction, being rare, 
may have generated the corruption. But recurring to 

IvLV T avOovofiov tray irpoyovov P009, 

^e all see ra^ irpoyovov to be wrong. Not the less do I 
think avOovofiov to be right ; nor has Person's dpdoi/Ofiovo'a^ 
plausibility. Throwing the raairpoyovov into a heap, I inquire 
what unusual epithet may have misled a copyist. I guess at 
y^tavalyovov "begotten by ^aDo"ty," an epithet possible to 
this fable only. In v. 309 pvaicov I believe ought to be 
yfravaecoi/y caresses of the hand. The relation of this Epaphus 
to the Egyptian Apis is curious and obscure. 

V. 48. 0PT€ cannot be rejected, though TOpSe better picks up 
the dropt thread. 

V. 52. Hermann's splendid divination of yov4(ov iTrtSei^a). . • 
yaiovo/JLOio'tP out of the old text ra re uvp eTrtSei^co , , .tolt 
dj/ofJiOL ot5* — ought to encourage boldness when confronted 
with nonsense. 

But T€Kfjii^pL a for reKfirjpia is a further improvement: 
also yeverdv rather than yovicov is suggested by ra re i/vv. 

V. 61. txfi>/oc5j/ TTorafiooi/ r eipyo/xei/a. Here xcopcov is 
the only word which we have a right to pronounce corrupt. 
Hermann's ingenuity is misplaced, when he corrects to ^(XcDpoov 
ireToiXcov iypofieva. 1 do but propose xopjov^ feeding places. 
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V. 70. Old text. SetfiaLPOvcra 0/Aow. Somewhat obscure. 
I have thought of Xtraci/ova'a. (In the antistrophe eoTcp for 
eoTL Se improves the metre.) AeLfiaii/co, tojear, takes the 
accusative in Herodotus. Here perhaps ^/Xouy means her 
cousins; so called though hostile. Else the idea is, "dreading 
whether any friend here exists to care for fugitives." 

^?. 74. Vulg. 7j /cat. Perhaps all now acquiesce in rjfioLy 
meaning the band of youths : then the ellipsis in reXeo]/ e^etz/ 
" have its purpose perfected " is a sort of modest reticence. 

V. 78 Vulg. Apr/^y (l>vya(ni/. Perhaps dprja'(l>vyaa'cp was 
intended by the poet for a single word, not unlike Kprja(j)vy€' 
Tov. Else we seem to need dp€L(j)vy aatp. But what of 
dp7ia'([>vy€T0]/ in concord with pvfia^ This I prefer. 

V. 80 Vulg. el delrj Alo9 ev 7rapaXr)6a>9 1 The change of 
Alo9 to 0609 is truly weak. Dindorf began sound correction 
by iOecrij Ionic for Attic evOeca, straight line; but there he 
left us. I make no doubt that ri^.SO, 81 were meant for a 
single sentence: therefore I correct to iOeLy Alo9 ev irava- 
A?7^6^— that is : " In the straight line of Jove, though perfectly 
drawn, the heart's desire of Jove is not easy to trace : " an 
utterance to this day most true and most painful. 

V. 82. Zeuy may be understood with ([>X€y€d€t; tfiepo^ ill 
suits. Indeed I cannot shake off the fancy, that irdvra ought 
to be ^povTOL. 

V. 93. After i^oTrXl^ec I wish a full stop. Then, to get an 
accusative after e^eirpa^ev^ we may alter the old corrupt 
rav airoLvov into Travra voov^ which suits both metre and 
sense. I take for granted that the excellent correction p^j/rj/xop 
for '^fiej/op is accepted, also perhaps Dindorf s d(f) for e0'. 

V. 101. Kat Stdi/ocap fiaiPoXcp gives me three little ob- 
jections : Koi is better absent ; the central spondee is not in 
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the strophe, and slightly moves suspicion ; the sentiment in 
fialvoXtp (a new word?) is too violent. I have long had 
a fancy that the p9et wrote 

watSo^ avoiav aloXrjp. 

2?. Ill Vulg. TreXofiepcop k(xX&9 1 eTriSpOfiaxr o6l 6dvaT09 
OLTry. Might OavaToaaTrq mean " rotten in death " ? Rather, 
changing IT to F, dai/aroaayrj, "laden with death." Evidently 
kvayia must be the predicate, and the argument is, our marriage 
would involve the gods in guilt. A copula verb is demanded in 
ireXofxevcov^ which I change to TreAot av ou, and attain 

6eol9 S kvayia riXea ireXoc av ov koX&s^ 
eTrldpo/iaj voOa^ davaTO(Tayr]. 

The triplet epithet in the last line imitates those in the strophe. 
I render eTrlSpofia invasive. 

V. 127. 8opo9j if sound, must be coupled with d)(€ifiaTOJ/y 
meaning, " free from the fury of the spear : " for Sofio^ 8op09 
cannot mean a wooden house. But in neither connexion is 
Sopo^ here natural. I think it ought to be Sopal^, Aides; for 
the Trapappv/xara (.Trapappvaeis, 695) were leathern curtains. 
aXa oTeycoj/ Sopah keeping out the spray by hides. 

V. 130, 132. The metre is strange. If for 6 TravroTrras we 
had simply iravoiTTas, all would be clear. On the antistrophe 
see further. In 132 I incline to think the insertion of to may 
attain something metrical, avrepfia to aeixvds fiiya fwrpos, 
but I write with diffidence. 

V. 137. acr^otXe.c is unsatisfactory; not perhaps certainly 
wrong ; yet Hermann's ApT€/JLL9 commends itself, as soon as it 
is named. I am glad to see it accepted by Dindorf. E^oucra 
violates awa(l)€La. Is it quite the right verb? pefiovaa or 
vaiovaa pleases me better. 
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V. 138. We have here a passage notoriously corrupt, iravri 
8e (rOevova Scary fioia ^ \ acr^otX/ay aSfirjTW dSfirjra \ 
pvaios yeviaOoD. The strophe 129-131 is nearly sound. To 
reconcile the first lines, we must shorten dicoy/JL09 into a more 
Epic form and write Trairri (rather iravra ?) Se (r6ivov(r , 
icoyixoi^. No apology for this first step is needed. — The second 
Se being impossible^ we must study 5ao"0aAtas* as the chaos 
to be organized. We need a Cretic foot, and (apparently) an 
epithet of Icoy/xoty. Several possibilities with 8vs for 8axr 
may be thought of, but I prefer baaToXoLs a new word for 
''strongly equipped." Metre next requires a8/jLr]T09 for a5- 
li7]Ta9. My ear also desires dSfirJTO^ d8/jL7]9y answering to 
irarrip TravoTrras. But if the poet so wrote, the double change 
may seem unlikely. On the whole we may try : 

irdpra Se crdeuovo' , icoy/jLOt^ 
8aaToXoi9 d8fJi7}T09 dSfirj^d) 
pvaios yepeadco. 

irdvTa adivovaa^ all-availing, said of Artemis ; is not so high 
as TrayKparr]^, all-ruling ; epithet of Jupiter. That a copyist 
should stumble at SaaroXois and introduce a commoner form 
for icoyfioc9 is not wonderful. 

V. 145. The fieXavdh yevos does seem to mean the Chorus ; 
therefore Wellauer is right in altering y Sloktvttoj/ to tjXlok- 
TVTTOV. But in changing rovyycuov (neuter, agreeing with 
yivos) into tov yd'iov agreeing with TiTjva (into which Schole- 
ficld and Dindorf follow him) he assumes that yoiios can mean 
infernal. To me it seems certain that the Chorus mean them- 
selves; perhaps claiming to be Argives by descent, viz. Tovy- 
ycuovy (originally) natives of this soil. 
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V. 194. TO fXTj fidratop 5* €K fiercoTrcDu a(o(l>pov(ov 
LTco fTrpoaayn'OU ofifiaros irap rjov^ov. 

If fastidiousness might be indulged, I would fain have begged 
the poet to write fierc^Trov a'(o(l>poi/09 and so avoid the rhyme. 
Pofsoa's fastidiousness was of another kind, when he wrote 
lxeTayiroa(o(l>p6v(ov irpoa^ircov^ " celeberrima correctio," 
according to Scholefield. To me, the fieramop followed by 
Trpoaamoi/ is a blot impossible to our poet. It must proceed 
from a copyist. I suggest irpoaaLvov for irpoacoirov. Over 
the verb aaivco the copyists blundered in Agam. 101 and in 
Choeph. 411, 412. 

w, 278, 9. l^virpios .... et/ccoy .... If in place of el/cwy 
we found either simply T0109, or raio'S eiKco^, all would be 
clear: but elKco^ without a dative is incomplete. To obtain 
one, we might try l^virpiois or l^virplaLs: yet neither quite 
suits the order of the words. I rather believe in l^inrpias xa- 
paKTTip .... ci/coOy, genitive for elKovo^, as in Helen' 76, i.e. 
"the stamp of Cyprian likeness." *Ei^ yvi/aiKelots tvitols 
must mean "in your feminine features." Their colour was 
Libyan, their features Cyprian. 

m. 281, 2. ^Iv8a9 8 aKOvco i/ofiaSa^ imrofiafioo'ii/ 
elvca KafirjKois darpafiL^ovo'aL^, .... 
There is nothing here to govern the dative KafirjXoi^. Mani- 
festly j/Ofid8a9 is to be coupled with *Ii/5ay, into one thought. 
— In Phoen. 212 hnrevuv governs dative irvocus. I cannot 
doubt that here we ought to read Iwirofiaiiovas \ eivca^ an 
equivalent to hnreveiv^ only grander. 

No reason appears for Stanley's darpapL^ovira^, which 
Dindorf follows, unless it can be shown that acrrpafii^co means, 
not clitellas porto but clitellis vehor. No second instance of the 
verb is quoted. This throws some uncertainty on what follows, 
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of which the syntax is very harsh. Yet I dare not advance 
objection. 

V. 289. rjj/y " she was" seems to be the right text. 

The talk that follows, about Zrjj/a [xi^OrivaL fiporS and the 
fiovdopo9 raOpoy, is so grossly material and flatly opposed 
to w. 44, 571, 1050 and even to 307 close following, as to be 
quite unaccountable. 

V. 293. The various and ingenious proposals are distracting. 
As far as I see, nearest to the old text would be : 

Kov KpxmTa y Hpa^ ravra Sr/ iroLKKayfJuar rjp. 

The story that lo was temple-keeper to Juno in Argos is also 
new, and inconsistent with that told by lo in Prom. Vine. 

V. 309. TSt7ra(f)09y aXrjd&s fpvarlcop €7r(opvfi09» That pv" 
(Ticov can be patiently endured here, surprizes me. Yivevaicov 
for iTTLTTPOicip will not pass. I think it ought to be yjfavarecoi/. 
After it, a line is lost, such as : 

[riy odu €9'^^7ra(f)op KXeivov ava^^pei ycVoy;] 

V. 311 Vulg. fieyiaTOv yrj^ is defective: we may add 
IJL€po9 or ireSop. I prefer : 

At^vT/y fieyiarroi/ yf]9 [ttc^Soi/] KapirovfiepTi. 

Porson's /JLeylcrrrj^ ovopxi yrjs is strange. 

V. 318. Neither avaTr](ra9 of Scholef. nor avrrjaa^ of Dindorf 
seems right. We need aporTTjaij^. 

V. 331. TL9 8 av (l>ikov9 is very obscure. I should rather 
expect TL9 Sav iroaeis eXotro rov9 ye avyyevets] Can we get 
the same general sense, " What woman likes to marry her kins- 
man ? " out of the line as it stands ? If we interpret ^tXovs as 
ipacTW and couple it with tov9 KeKTr/fxei/ov^ (meaning rich) 
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and give to covoiro the full sense " buy a husband," you lose 
the idea of kinsman." I see no milder remedy than rovs ye 
ymjcTLOv^j equivalent to eyyeuec^. Compare Med. 235. 
V. 345. I suppose all but Scholefield now receive Hermann's 

XvKoblxOKTOV for XeVKOCTTiKTOV, also T^XlfioLTOL^y ip\ 

V. 349. KaraxTKLov viov re is absurd. Bamberg's vevovra 
not only requires KaraarKtoi^y but obtrudes on the poet the 
violent figure, " the statues nod with boughs." A second epithet 
joined to KaracrKiov by re is weak. An accusative in -eura or 
'Ovra joined directly to ofiikov seems much better. There are 
not many such. Vavaovra^ yavcovra^ blithe^ cheerful, would 
please me. " I see this glad (cheerful, bright) company of gods 
made sombre by suppliant boughs." 

[ya]pcip6* ofuXop rouSe. — 

^evoevra is another such adjective. 

V, 333. avarov here means guiltless^ but in 350 harmless. It 
may also mean unharmed, therefcVe is convenient to play on. 

V. 354. Xr/fi/juiTa in Dindorf s 3rd edition is made XrjfiaTa, 
perhaps by misprint. Aided by the scholiast's ov Trrco^eucrety, 
I do not find restoration of the hiatus desperate, though Schole- 
field does. The following satisfies antistrophic claims. 

iroTLTpoTraiov alSofxei/o^j ovlfilov 

(TV (r7rai/i(rei9, odev 
TLPUvrcu] UpoSoKa Oeoiu 

XriiJLfjucLr air av8po9 ayvov. 

V. 380. 8vairapa6eXKT09 in Paley and Dindorf is surely 
better than -tols^ 

V. 393 Vulg. Kcu fJL7]7ror€y clearly wrong. I have thought 
Kov fX7]7roT€ the simplest change. But I now find in Dindorf, 
fir/ Kai TTore, also good. Parum refert. But firj roiov cannot 
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be right. The sense wanted is /x^ repirvov. Since t4ov and 
TOLOV sound alike with the moderns, perhaps the original was 
/i€/x7rr€oi/. 

V, 425. a/JL7rvK(ou cannot be an Anapaest ; captive women 
were dragged iTnrrjSou by the hair. AfiirvKcop must be 
changed to ttXokcop. UoXv/xltcop shows that ladies' hair was 
already braided with delicate threads, as now universally in the 
East with silk. 

V. 429. fi€P€t Apet ktIpclp. Better Seidler, Sopl Tiveiv. 
[So in 3rd edition Dindorf.] 

V. 437-9. I prefer the order of the old editions to Scholefield's, 
but find the error in kcu fiiy €/x7rX^(ray, for which I would 
write Kit fia)i ifiTrXTjo-ou or ifiTrX'qo'ou^. I see no reason for 
changing arrj^ ye fiei^co, " greater than the damage." 

KCU ^yjiiaaiv /x€i/, €/c bojixov iropdovfjiei/cop 
aT7]9 ye fiei^co^ Kei fid)s! ifiTrXrjarat yofiovj 
yevovT av aXAa,— 

XI. 440. The line aXyeiva^ Ovfiov Kapra Kiinjn^pia, which 
Dindorf wishes to omit, seems to me simply out of place ; and 
this further adds to the probability that a whole line is here lost. 
I wish something like the following : 

Kol yXSxTcra TO^evaaxra /it] ra Kaipiay 
aXyeiva^ Ovfiov Kapra KivrjTfjpia^ 
{iraXippodelv Bvvavr av* coS virepfiiov] 
yevoLTo fivOov pvOos av OeXKTrjpio^. 

V. 452. TV')(ri yvvaiKcivj for, "the condition of women." 
Dindorfs rax av is not to me plausible. What of '^v^t 

V. 460 Vulff. /JutKKrrfjpa. Far better fjLa(rTCKTrjpa — Dindorf 
and Paley. 
v» 473. If sound, is a very mean sentiment. If iv fipoTOL9 
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were oSe fipoTot^, it would be a great improvement. But we 
cannot infer that the text is wrong. 

V. 480. Excellently Hermann gives olKTLcra^y i8a)j/ for Vulff. 
oIktos elaiScoi/. 

V. 485. ed piovra* quite unmeaning. Read lyKpeovra for 
€fiPa<n\€Voi/Tay " reigning on the spot^ This is with me far 
better than evpedevra. 

V. 488. All (except Linwood) see that TroXLaraoOxo^ is 
wrongly repeated. I conjecture either 7roXvX\LaTov9 or tto- 

V. 510. oAX* ovTL Sapou ... I think ov ae is better. 

^.513 Vulff. Tota. Dindorf has Trota, surely better. 

V, 521. iridov T€ Kou yepeadcol ridiculous. It is manifest 
to me that yepeardco conceals an epithet of av8pS>v* Ka^e- 
fXLO'TcoPy Kayepa>\(oVy KaKoXaarcop would all do : but kol 
irave^OS^v comes nearer to the letters. In Eumen. 21 1, 
y^vicOca is absurdly written for ripeaOou; in Eumen. 757 
yepcofiat for yeX&fica ; in Sept. Theb. 286 tl yepcofiai for 
areyapcofia. See also yepov in 529 below, for yopov. yipos 
for yapo9 in Pers. 148. Perhaps also 773 below. 

V, 525. Scholefield has perverse stops, Dindorf too few to 
disclose his syntax. To irpos fvpatKoop must refer to ij/xc- 
repop y€P09. But for yepov TroXv/ipTJarrcop (which offends 
doubly) I would write yopov TroXv/nn/crroPj and removing the 
stop after atPOPy join olpop yoPOv, (Dindorf, as often, makes 
changes for mere metre's sake, despairing, it seems, of sense.) 

V. 530. 8l ay TOL. Either read <roi or intrepret rot, tibi. 

vv, 538-540, the punctuation is doubtful. I think we must 
join ycuap Siarefipovaa and iropop opt^et; probably also 
8i')(r] SiarefjiPova'a. But opi^co is painfully vague. Qu. " she 
sets the channel as a terminus between the continents " (?) 
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V. 543. I think M.uaoou ought to be Mvaov or Mucroj/. 
Perhaps also, seeing how weak is the metre of the following 
line, we may venture on AvSioi/ cV yvaXov* The poet here 
brings lo across the Hellespont ; but in the Prometheus, across 
the Cimmerian Bosporus. 

V. 549. The land of Aphrodite here must be Syria, not 
Cyprus. 

V. 550. LKveLTcu 8 feiariKPOVfiei/ov refutes itself as a blunder 
of the copyist. Until I saw that Dindorf retains it, I thought 
that every one would accept Hermann's iyKexpt/ieirr] as a just 
substitute. 

V. 552. aXao^ cannot mean the Nile ; for the poet says, " the 
water of the Nile comes over it." It must be the whole lowland 
which the Nile fertilizes. .Ti;0coy is here the wind from the 
desert which brings up sand. Scholefield supposes the poet to 
identify the water with the evil blast, calmly telling us, " more 
jEschyko (!) v8(op ro NetXov vocatur Tv(f>oi /icVoy." It 
is a received mythus, that the Nile is Osiris, and the desert 
wind the fiend Typhos. We needvScop re Ne/Aoi;* 

V. 558. Vulg. fK€J/T.po8aX7]TOL9f Oela^ '^Hpa^ Ingenious 
as is Hermann's correction 'XrjTiai Ovlols Hpa^^ I find it hard 
to receive. First, the very sound .of dvta^ Hpa^ startles one, 
next (what is of more weight) fiati/o/iepa irovoi^j 68vvai9 
re 6 via 9 is a tautology which we ought not to obtrude. 
I would much rather suggest K€vrpo8oLXr]9 ^aOeaiaLv 
H/oay. 

V. 563. Tai/ puev refers to a^^y. The rav requires that 
oy^iv shall be kept in mind. (This may be a reason for 
8v(r\epri rather than 8v(r)(€p€9, if not also for arvyovvre^ 
instead of iaopS>in€9.) The stop must be after iraXXovro^ for 
the poet could not write iraXXovro Ovfwv SyjnPy with two 
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Accusatives after a neuter verb. o\f^Lj/ arjOrj, and its explanation 
by fioTOP fiL^ofilSpoTOPy are entangled, as, in Virgil, densas 
nmbrosa cacumina fagos. 

vt>. 570-573. Here is a hiatus of some importance. The lost 
words must exactly respond to eudei/ iraaa fioa \6(ov. Nomi- 
native to aTroo-rd^ec is certainly lo : therefore lo as certainly 
is nomin. to iraverai : inevitably then j8/a Se is corrupt. W/iat 
was the sense of the lost words ? They must have recorded lo's 
recovery of her human form. In other metre one might write, 
[17 h\ hvcryuQp^iai\ TraveraL — Hence I get as a guess at the 
poet's words: [17 5 cuklo'ijuolto^ (uvov\^lo9 t ] airrjiixwrcp 
aOevei .... Nearly as in Soph., aTroorct^t implies gradual 
cessation ; and is here an active, in Sophocles a neuter verb. 
* KirrjiiavTOv aOevos, which metamorphoses lo, is in antithesis 
to sorcery. Just so aboXoKri in Agam. 94. 

V, 674. 6/)/xa. That any critic can translate this " ballast!^ 
is a monstrosity. Notoriously tpfiara means jewels. The 
relation of epfUL to €pvo9 suggests that of germen to gemma. I 
suppose epfJuoLTa jewels^ with opfw^ a necklace y will be referred 
by all to €?/)©, sero. If epvos originally means an imp, a graft, 
it also would come from etpco, sero. I cannot doubt that the 
poet here meant much the same as €pu09. We confound graft 
and bud ; and use imp (graft) for child. Ep/xa as a support, a 
post, etc., seems to be syncopated from epvfia, nay, epeia/ia ? 
root ipelSco, rest, press. If epj/09 Atop had here suited the 
metre, it might have been used. Homer's arrow, which was 
fieXaivSiV tpfi o8vvaxov, is explained as a prop ; I have thought 
it might mean a graft, i.e. an implanting, from eipco, insero. 

V. 578 Vulg. to Srj, takes Zrjj/o^ into the subject of the 
sentence. But we need Zr/po^ in the predicate, which forces us 
to write roSe. So Dindorf in 3rd edition. 



SXJPPLICES. 35 

V. 589 Vulff. VTT ap^a9 cannot be reproved in metre ; for if 
Oecov in the strophe is interpreted as a monosyllable, each line is 
Antispastic. Under that theory one might improve vtt ap^as 
into V7rap)(09 under-ruler. Yet one may believe V7rap\eXa9 
for 'Xaos to be more iEschylean : — Parum refert. 

V. 690. TO fieiov f Kpeiacrovcov t Kparvpet f ovtlvos — The 
TO before fxelov with KpeLccrovcov is bad. But I convince 
myself that the poet wrote KpeKraopco^ KparovPTo^. The 
three lines 589-591 are a continuous sentence, improperly and 
abruptly divided in the Vulgate. Ovtlvos ought not to be 
repeated. No word is defective in the strophe. 

w. 626-8. ^KpoTOis €1/ aX\oi9 implies that aporoi have 
already been mentioned. I therefore look for the word in Vulff. 
a)(opou, which we can here gladly spare. The syntax is odious. 
If 'n'vpi(f>arov ktIcou is to be one idea, the words ought not to 
be so separated. (Dindorf would scold a pupil for such compo- 
sition.) The logical order intended is Apij KTiarai ttoXlp, but 
the hearer is deceived at first, and has to correct himself; which 
is bad style. I cannot help thinking that the poet wrote rpeaat 
not KTiaratj yet neither can I expect to impart my conviction. 
I object to Trvpi(f>aTov ''slain by fire" as epithet of a iroXt^. 
Better seems Trvplfiarop or TrvplfioroPj or TrvpiiraTOP. With 
rpeaai, we have natural syntax, firjiroTe ttjp iroXiPy irvpl- 
fioTOP (odarap) rpea-ai /laxXop Aprj. Because of dporot^ 
ip aXXoL9 I condemn a^opop ^oap, and claim instead dpoTcop 
Svap, Further, tolp UeXaarylap ttoXlp, rather prosaic, and 
unsatisfactory in metre, I wish to change into rap UeXaa-yov 
ttoXlp. The antistrophe has irpaKTopa re otkottoPj clearly 
corrupt. For it I would write irpaKTop avTOCKOTTOP. From 
all these changes I get firjTrore irvplfioTOP \ rap lieXaayov 
iroXLp\TOP^ dpoTGDP SvaPj rpearat fjui)(Xop Apr/ylrop 
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apoTOi9 .... The different gender of 8vav and Kprj would 
conduce to error as to rov^ aporcov 8vav. 

V. 636 Vulff. SvawoXefXTiTOPj 01/ ovtl9 .... Read Svinro' 
XefiT], rov ovTt9 .... metri causd, AvawoXefirj^ is justified 
by Sucr^tAiyy, Svaayprj^^ Sva-aXdrj^. Further, Vulff. e)(OL is 
a weak word, with bad <rvi/a(l)€ia. I think one may venture to 
change it to eXoiT , especially as in modem Greek writing X, 
being depressed in the line, is very like x* 

V, 637. pLtalvovTa. The poet is alleged to compare Jupiter 
to a bird which defiles the roof. Incredible ! Scholefield insists, 
but without proof, that fxiaiuco means fitaarcop Jio: but if 
this could be, would the poet leave the possibility of this ugly 
imagination? M.€UotpcipTa would here be excellent; for in 
Ajax 341, TL TTore fievolva means, "What edl thing is he 
plotting ? " and with the moderns, o) and o sound alike. 

V. 652. yepapoi9 in Agam. 701 means old men, perhaps 
honourable old men. But can yepuovTcov be applied to them ? 
I timidly try : " Let the sacred platforms be laden with am- 
bassadors." Moreover, TrpeafivroSoKOL then makes tautology. 
May it not rather seem that we here have a Homeric noun 
yepdearcLf ffiftst Or may yepapols here be neuter, for 
honoraria ? 

V. 653. (f>keyovT(ov. *' Let the dvfJieXac flame, in order that 
the city might (?) be well administered." (®y, Scholef.; ray 
Dind.) Dindorf 8 despair implies that he condemns (l>XeyovT(ov. 
I conjecture KXeovrcov^ "let (the ambassadors) bruit the 
report of the city being well administered." This is (no doubt) 
a change of nomin., but we must change it with aefioprcou. 

V. 656 Vulff. TOP ^€PLOP 8' xmepraTov. Dindorf alters to 
vTreprarco^. It sounds strange, but means : " May they take 
special care to honour Jupiter in his character of the God of 
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Hospitality." Zev^ and ^^pfJLi^9, like the mediaeval Virgin, 
were each virtually multiplied. 

V. 672 Vulff. fioTOL Ta)9y evidently wrong, yet Scholefield 
and Dindorf leave it. Paley well gives us jSora yay. 

V. 673 Vulff. XaOoLev. Scholef. (tacite) Xdfiotep. Dindorf, 
Xa)(oi€J/, Both clearly improve the Vulgate. 

V. 678 Vulff. aTLfiia^ ri/xa^, against metre and without 
sense. Butler s arpefima Tifxa^ is an improvement. Conington 
suggested alarifJLoua'i rifiai^. I prefer oiaLfiOKrc rtfia^, "May 
the Srjfio^ guard or uphold honores (the posts of power) for the 
virtuous." 

V, 679. TO tttoXlu cannot be right ; for to, as relative, takes 
Stj/mov as antecedent, and (by reason of acctis. ttoXlv) neces- 
sarily becomes nominative to KpaTvvei^ to which apyrj^ the 
antithesis of Si^fiiou, is nominative. Therefore to before tttoXip 
is corrupt. Let us then try kol ttoXlv. It instantly is clear 
that we need KpaTvuoc in apposition to (f>vXaa'a-OL. The 
sentiment is : " May the magistrates strengthen the city by their 
wise TrpofiovXevfJuiTa" 

V. 670 Vulff. 7rpo/JLad€V9 evKoiuofirjTi^ ap\a. Paley wishes 
for TrpofioBla^ in the sense of Trpofirjdelas^ = irpo^ovXia^ = 
irpofiovXcop. This is good, though there are also other ways of 
getting the same general result. I have a fancy for ^vpo/jltjtl^. 

V. 719, 720. The rapid transition from TeKva to alOev is un- 
natural. Is not T€KPOP more probable ? 

V. 730 Vulff. 8ovX6(l)poP€9. Scholef. argues : " Me judice, 
8oXi6(f>poP€9 recipiendum erat vel propter sequens SoXto^ 
firjTiSe^** I would change recipiendum into reficiendum ; for it 
gives us mere tautology, and besides has a syllable too much. 
Dindorf accepts Valcknaer's ovXo(l>pove9. 
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V. 755. (TTeiypvTo^ rjXlov. Dindorf rightly here punctuates ; 
but I think we need 5' after (f>iX€L. 

V. 756 Vulg. ya ^ovpItLj €v8lkoi/ more easily yields 
fiovpLj 7rdj/8iKOj/ than Dindorf's fiovm €v8lkov with colliding 
vowels. 

V. 762 Vuig. dfiirerrja-eu^ Soarto^. Haupt (?) happily gives : 
d/iTrerrj^y aiaros m. In the Antist. r^be yfiifi(l>driv(u xpo^ 
is due, I think, to Boissonade. 

V. 764. " (My) heart no longer can do anything but run 
away," a strange utterance. Bothe suggested ireXoiTo K-qp 
(ktjp, fate), a great improvement; yet rather ireXoi to Ktjp 
would have resulted. Another possibility is ireXoLT dplrj^l, 
from which the 7/9 was accidentally lost. But acfyvKTO^ cannot 
stand. Our poet writes aXv^i^ for avoidance, dXvKT09 avoid- 
able, would suit well here, whether dXuKTo^ .... Krjp or 
aXvKT09 .... dpTj^, 

V, 765. MeXavo-xpco^ is changed by Dindorf to KeXacuo- 
X/>G)ff. I would rather change to fJueXayypoa^ for Ionic 
fjLeXay)(poL7]9. I suppose, like fieXay^ircDV^ it is figurative: 
*' clad in mourning." 

V. 773. TT/ooy ov i/€(f)7i ^ vSpr/Xd ylyperac ^ig)v. Porson 
(attaining the splendid sense, that the clouds become snow, or 
the snow clouds), transposes ad libitum. How much better is 
Conington's simple change of 5' vSprjXd to 8l vypdl I used 
to prefer dSpdy dense, plump, for snow-clouds, imagining that 
vSapo^ is wrong, because in Agam. we have vSaprjs. But 
v8apoTr]9 presumes v8apo9j which also Liddell and Scott 
acknowledge : therefore we have only to write 8l v8apd for 
8* v8priXd. But 7rpo9 ov ylyperac is indefensible ; and if our 
poet had written irpo^ cp, it was very unlikely to be here 
changed to irpos ov. Therefore ylyveTat is the rotten word, 
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as often elsewhere. Here, a verb of motion being needful, 
TnjypvTcu oflFers itself. 

V. 775. Can airpoaheiKTo^ be right? We can point at a 
star; much more at a crag-top. * A7rpo(rfUKT09 unsociable, 
may be used for inaccessible. 

w. 786, 7. TLU aii<^ avras eri iropov \ refju/co yd/juo koc 
XvrfjpLa. Luckily the strophe is sound. To make the last line 
here conformable to it, I change rc/ij/o) to befivicovj and kolL 
XvTTjpta to KoXvirrpaPy equivalent to KaXvfx/ia. (It is a case 
for severe treatment !) Out of ra^ en iropov I hammer reXeo"- 
(l>opop, "a complete and final shroud over the marriage-bed," 
which means Death, fiopo^j before nuptials, v. 784. This 
is set before us as fiopo9 rv^cov rtj^a/x^ai;. In this last 
chaos I read ravS v(f>dp, genitive governed by rv^a)v. The 
threat of hanging herself by the strips of her garments is not 
new, w. 151, 451-7-9, 768. [In the last, Dindorf alters ^po^ov 
to Xd)(0V9 and aapydvou^ to dpTdv(U9 : but I suppose an 
Egyptian lady has as much right to use ba^s, as a Greek lady 
a hempen rope.] In the sentence as I present it, KoXvirrpav is 
(what is called) an accusative in apposition to a sentence, as in 
Agam. erXr] Ovrrjp yepeadoUy — iroXefJuov dpcdydv. 

Collectively : iX0€Tco fiopos irpo Koi\Ta9 yafir/XtoVy Tuxa>i^\ 
rdvS' v(l)di/y T€X€(r(f>6pop \8efiVLeou yafiov KoXvirTpau. 

w. 788-803. The antistrophe is less corrupt than the strophe. 
The last 6 lines are perfect, and careful in ^schylean rhythm : 
but in the first two yej/09 dpaevoyevls is impossible. Good 
in sense and better in metre is 8vo'(l>opoj/y apaeUj iyyeue^. 
The last epithet {belonging to my own kin) suggests incest, 
therefore does not sound tautological. Vevos yap Alyvwnov 
vfiptv is doubtful as metre, and, what is far worse, ufipiv for 
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vfipiarrjv is unparalleled in the Tragedians (for v. 857 below is 
unsound), and here it must be nomin, neuter, for vfipto'TLKOu ! 
My faith breaks down. Eu)(a/)iy has neuter evxapi, not 
€V)(aptp, Yfiptu needs either Sta, or a neuter participle 
governing it, as in: "A race spitting out insolence." At once 
this suggests yivo9 yap eKirrvop v^piu with a good 
Choriamb. AiyvTrrtoj/ must have been the interpretation-: 
and irnr has rude likeness to tttu. 

We now turn with vantage to the strophe. The first two 
lines are palpably unlike the response. Between o/x0aj^ and 
ovpaviav we need an Anapaest. No remedy seems here milder 
than the transposition of Xirava. Then with deois (for Oeoiarc 
Kou) we attain the requisite rhythm. But it proceeds: fxeXrj 
deoL9 1 riXea Se fioi ttcos TreXofiej/a px)t\XvcrtiJLa. To suppose 
that by dropping the former fiot we regain the poet's words is 
more easy than wise. There has been some confusion; else 
never would /lOc have been foisted in. I throw together reXe- 
abepuomcos and see that we need ^ ^ ^ ^ " which may have 
been TeXeai86p.0L^ or reXeaiyapLOis. The 5 for y makes the 
former the closer ; and the 8op,09 rjfXLreX^^ of childless Prote- 
silaus justifies it. The stop after Xvaip.a is not certain, but 
may stand. Its termination seems to have been borrowed by 
pA)(ipxi. An Iamb is rather to be expected, and no frightened 
woman prays to her God : " Cast an eye on things warlike.^* 
One may suggest iJLa)(a^» ^^* pAxXov9 is to me more likely, in 
this connection. B/ota also is too vague ; fiiata firj (f^tXet^ 
bpa>v is not Greek. Scholefield writes (J>lXol9, and 0/Aa)y 
would have been as good. But then, in words so simple, what 
copyist could blunder on to 0tA€?y? This made me believe 
that €19 is from the poet himself, and that he wrote eiaopoip. 
Thus was I led to study fitaiap.ri(l)iX elaopoip. Since /JLrj(f>iX 
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and [xrf^TJK are undistinguishable to the moderns, and a molossus 
is suggested by Sl^tjvtou of the antistrophe, I now see that the 
new verbal (l>7]X7jiJLa from ^lyAeo), / cheat, would naturally be 
misunderstood, and would easily generate firj (fn/X or fxrj (f>iX, 
if the poet wrote ^Laio(l>r]Xr]iJL for " an act of treacherous 
violence." On the whole then I propose : 

STEOPHE. 

Xv^e S ofii^av XtTavav 
ovpaviaVj fieXrj Oeoh 
reXeacSofJLois TreXo/iepa fioL 
Xvaifixv fjxiyXovs 8 errtSej Udrepy 
fiLouo(f)T^X7iiJL elaopoo]/ 

OflfJUCWLV €p8lKOl9 

ANTISTBOPHE. 

y€P09 yap eKTTTVOP v^piv^ 
8v(r(f)opov apaev eyyeves ..... 

r. 820. faTTO/coTra Kparo^; that the herald should threaten 
amputation of the head, is hardly credible. The thing dreaded 
V. 425 (as in Sep. Theb. 317) was, to be dragged away by the 
hair of the head, iinrrjboVj as a horse by the mane. So in 860 : 
eXKr/dfio^ (II. vi.) might sometimes tear off the skin. I think 
here aTroKcma ought to be a tto 5 op a. Such a Xvfirj irpoya- 
fi09 is alluded to in v. 854. The words TroXvaipxov (f)oi/to^ 
suggested airoKOTra to some copyist, to whom airoSopa was 
wholly strange. Herodotus iv. 64 uses anrobeipco of pulling off 
the scalp. 

From (TovcrOe 815 fo ctt* a/x/5a, 821, the Herald speaks. 

Concerning the desperate passage 826-832, and 837-844 
(two speeches of the Herald), I will not argue, but write down 
some approximation, only noting that rpoirov Spairera is 
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Oonington's divination. (AI/jlop and 'E/xoi/ are the same with 
the modems) : 

KHP. 1. ifiou Iff ^v\ov a avabrjaas 

2. rpoTTOv Spairera 

3. KcXevco )8/a fJueOeaOai 

4. 8i)(opay&v ^pevo9 arav. 

5. La}j iov [KeXevooi] 

6. Xeicf) eSpaua {kl cVi Sopv) 

7. oltUt afi TToXip evce^cip. 

KHP. 1. ayla^ lx€t* ^ajQv^aiov 

2. fiadpela^ yepolv^ 

3. o-i; S* €1/ j/ai i^at fidirec 

4. raxa deXova ddeXrjTL 

5. j8/a re ^pov8a iroXXd. 

6. jSare /x?/ irpoKaKa Tradelv 

7. oXofievca iraXapucus epm^. 

w. 845-877. Here the stanzas are in complex arrangement, 
which I mark as A B a; Mesode) C b c. 

(A) is 845-849. Its response (a) is obvious, 853-857. 
(0) is answered by ((?) ; 865-8, and 874-7. 

(B) is 850-2 ; and its response (i) is 869-873. 
But we must collate (B) at the close with (i). 



1v^€ KOLL fioa 

TTiKpoTep -fd^ecop 



pLaifid TreXay Slttov^ 
o(pL9j €Xioj/a coy 
fi€ rl TTOT €p8aKov(ra. 



To reconcile metres, a^ecou must become aXyicov. Both 
sense and metre require e^ovra for e)((ov. Perhaps eytbva y 
is a slight improvement. The choral part of the Mesode ^eems 

* ex€t, thou boldest thyseK. 
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to contain four dochmees ; but since we cannot be sure what 
metre was intended, all correction is very uncertain. The 
Vulgate presents ; 

irarepj fipoT€09 apolaarac fx aXaS ayu^ 
apayyo^ coy fiddrju' ovap^ ovap fiikav. 

There is nothing to assure us that the poet did not intend the 
former of these lines to begin with a double Bacchic (^ " ") ; 
such as: 

Trarepy fipidv^^Aprj^ \ ayet fx aXaS ayet. 

Probably this gives his general meaning as closely as it will 
ever be attained. His actual words are irrecoverable. The 
conventional 

Trarepy fipereos oipo9y ara, jx aXaS ayet 

has two nominatives in apposition, yet contrasted in sense; 
making quite an enigma, besides the hardly intelligible apo9* 
I think it can be improved by 



Trdrepf fipereo^ aTrolavpa^ fi , aXaS ayec — 

V. 849, To a modem copyist ecu sounds lu. We may identify 
evpeiaiaetu with ev peiaiaLv. Hence €v poOiaiaiv is an 
admissible correction. The x^fia was del KVixari^ofievov. 

V. 854. Xvfiat irpo yas is scarcely defensible. For irpo yas 
we gladly get an Anapaest. For Xvpxwis v irpo yas vXaaKOc 
I propose Xvfiou9j ay irpoyafiov^ cv XaaKet^* 3pvd^(o 
means to wanton, revel, gloat. Yfipiv^ separate as it is, 
cannot be cognate accusative governed by vfipi^ovra. If the 
poet had written vfipety a change into vfipiv was unlikely. 
I try edvLVy solitary. 

Two forms of the sentence seem possible : (1) Your threats 
are empty, if Nile sweep you off. (2) Your threats are truly 
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gentlemanly! Oh that Nile may you sweep you off! The 
former is in argument weak ; for a destruction of the foe by 
Nile cannot come quick enough to save the lady. The second 
sounds abrupt, but the abruptness will be lessened, if we can 
get in oAAa. I choose the latter. 

Changing fipva^€L9 oa epdora^ into fipva^ec croy e/ocoy, 
a A A', we have no difficulty left except in the corrupt ttc/)/- 
Xa/A7rra, for which I propose Tr€pLKOfxy^a^ very delicately. 
On the whole, we have : 

Xvfiai^y a9 7rpoya/xov9 av XdaKeis^ 
TrepLKOfiylra fipvd^et croy epeo^' 
oAA o /xeyay NetAoy vfipl^ovra a airoTpeyf^ 
€L€P aiVrroj/, edutv. 

Airoo'Tpeyfreiev is stronger, both for metre and for sense, 
I think. Eui^ti/ wins on me. To a modern Greek it sounds 
evnin^ and vfipiu sounds ivrin. 

937. evTvx^t^ of the Vulgate is good. " Cheery the lot, in 
fellowship to hold Glad dwellings" — dwellings of happy fortune. 

V. 979 Vulg. KaXeopa KcoXvovaap coy fiepeiy ep&. I 
separate into k(oXvov(t dv(09^ and find avOos in av(09* 
Also for aXoDpa we may write Herodotus's avcopa, which in 
Attic is axopa. Finally for €p& I want €/>a. Fewer changes 
bring no result. 

In avcopa KcoXvova av0O9 [xivetv ipa join ipa KcoXvovaa 
as (f)cX€L KcoXvovaUy she loves to hinder the unripe to await 
their full bloom. 

V. 983. fi^ TraJScofxev is obscure. XoiJ9a>fX€6* — let us not 
forgety is possibly right. 

V. 1034. Conington seems right in putting iroKXav for 
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SEPTEM CONTEA THEBAS. 

In my belief the first choral hymn is antistrophic, having only 
a Mesode of four lines ; but to establish this from the old text is 
not easy. To save room, I begin by pointing out changes needed 
independently of this argument. The metre in all but the close 
is prevalently dochmiac : yet Dindorf s efibrt to turn it into 
continuous dochmee is gratuitous and deceptive. Five dochmees 
together are a long run, seven quite rare. 

V. 86. dxrlu xPifiTrreraL ^oa TroTarat fipefiec ^. I 
think TToravais truer. 

V. 88, dXevo'aTe* jfioa ^virep Tei)(i(ov, This statement is 
premature. The enemy does not try to climb the walls until 
the second hymn. Dindorf alters T€l^€G)i/ to racppoivy to 
avoid this, it seems. The enemy is as yet at a distance. But 
j8oa for aw fioa displeases, so does the a before u, and a con- 
nective particle is wanted. I suggest €v0v yap tor efioa virep. 
This does not alter the double dochmee. " The enemy rushes 
straight at the walls." 

V. 93. lyo) is too emphatic ; and better omitted. 

V. 99. The reading e^tfiev seems preferable to e^ofiev^ rather 
indeed tfiev. Also firfhe vvv for fxq vvv makes better dochmees, 
without substantial change : viz. ttoTj el firjSe vvvy \ aficfn 
XiTOLV %ix€V ; 

V. 101. yav is absent in the Medicean text. The metre is 
here less certain. To change irpoScoo'ec^ into irpoSow con- 
duces to dochmees, but does not please Dindorf. 

V, 104. I deprecate inserting rau before ttoXlVj ai/, and 
prefer ttoXiv^ rau . . . . 

V. 105. 0€ol TToXiov^oi is a bad dochmee : I propose Oeol tto- 
XtaaaoxoL^ of the same (Cretic?) metre as l(o Trai/oLXxeh OeoL 
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\6ovo9j tr Xre iravTes. This is feeble, and iroXiovypi 
j(0opo9 hardly good ; ?r trc, followed by tSere in next line, 
cannot well be changed to Were. I propose ^Oovos r erai 
TrapreXet^ in harmony with ^vvreXeia and 6€o\ ttoXltcUj 239. 

V, 111. Trdrep Trai/rcAey iravTCos is scoffed at by Dindorf ; 
yet few will accept from him irarep irav reXos oy vifxeiSj 
to make needless dochmees. 

V, 115. y€vvG)v IwireioDV — or yeuvv Iwirloiv — differ little; 
yevvos hnrias would avoid repetition of genitives plural. 

V. 126. 060 0€i} is justly rejected by Dindorf, like heu, heu, in 
a prayer ; but the strangeness seems to cover some lost epithet of 
Ap7]9. I have dreamed ot (fyepaoTrtio'v t Aprj^ (I>€pa(r7n KaS- 
fiov TToXiu), omitting eircovv^iov after J^aS/xov as a comment. 

V. 131. Dindorf changes are to ar €l {who art), making the 
sense a little clearer, and the metre a good antispastic line, such 
as in this hymn often recurs. 

V. 132. This same metre is here attained hy Seidler's change 
of airvovo'ai to avTOvaat^ adopted by Dindorf, who is not 
seeking Antistrophics. 

V. 135. (TTovcov avTOLs is not a natural argument, and a 
dochmee is expected ; I propose arovcov air lot s — " the enemy 
ffuilty of our groans." 

V. 149. Kal Alo0€V . . . has no syntax. I proposed el Aiodeu 
[fioXoi] with el for elde. I since find in Dind. kou Aiodep 
[yepov^i but prefer a wish to the imperative yeuov. Also, 
motion is implied in Aiodeu. 

V. 150. The old text is here transposed for the worse by Bumey 

and Blomfield: nor do I like to separate ev fiaxoLKn from 

Oyica, which B. and B. causelessly omit. For irpo iroXecos 

I think irpoTTvpyLos more poetical, and better dochmees, if 

OyKa msLj be a trochee. 
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V. 156. iT€po(f)(op(p is refuted by the metre; for all admit 
this to be antistrophic. I also complain that it is bad in sense. 
Thebans and Argives were of different tribes, oAAoi^JXoi, but 
not aXXoyXaxraoL. I propose irepocpuXeTy, OuAeVi;^ and 
^vfi(f)vX€T7j9 are approved Greek. 



I now commence my proof that this hymn is Antistrophic. 
(1) All confess this concerning the last fourteen lines. (2) 
Burney, Blomfield, and even Scholefield, avow the same of 
fourteen or sixteen lines preceding. By merely changing 
Apre/ju 0/Aa, 6, €,€,€, after the word ')(yoal to Aprefit <^tA- 
rara, which thus responds to el AioOev fioXot, the corre- 
spondence is made perfect. (3) The Jlrst fourteen lines are 
made antistrophic by merely writing Xao9 for Xem and 
making a few selections out of old readings. I here write out 
this opening, so important as an argument concerning the rest. 

1. Opevfjuu (f)ofi€pa fieyaX oixH* 

2. fieOelrat (rrparo^* 

3. (TTpaTOTreSov Xlttcov pel 7roXv9 coSe Aa- 

4. 09 7rp68pofi09 hnroTas (Double Cretic). 

5. cdOepia kovl^ /xe TreiOet (l)ai/€La 

6. aj/auSoy, (ra(f)7]9, ervfio^ oyyeAoy, 

7. teAeSe/xay fTreStOTrXoKTviro^. 

1. (halif fioa ^pLTTTeTai (Blomf.) 

2. TTorava fipefiet 8 

3. oLfia^iTOv SUav v8aT09 oporvirov. 

4. 0€ol 0€aL r , opojxevov 

5. KaKov aXevaar • evOv yap T€t)(€(ov 

6. 6 XevKaavTL^ oppvrat Xaos €v- 

7. 7rp€7r7j9 €7n iroXiv Slcokcop. 
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Six lines answer to six; the seventh of the strophe is 
obviously corrupt, and (I now claim) it ought to be so amended 
as to correspond with ~TpeTrrjs €7rt iroXiv 8lg)K(ov. But the 
last will itself take the rhythm of av r , co Xaroyeveva Kovpa^ 
by simply writing 6i;7rt for €7rl, which is not worse in syntax. 
Then in place of iXeSe/xa^ TreSLOTrXoKTtnro^ I propose eVe/i- 
fia9 TreSiov wXaKcoSov^y said of the cloud of dust» Observe, 
that deoi in v. 4 of this Antist. may be taken as a monosyllable. 
Also in t?. 1 of Antist. most old editions have yjpLfnn'€TaL fioa^ 
and if we insert ert (which after Xp/ftTrr — €TaL may easily have 
been dropt) we obtain a dochmee more conformable to that of 
the strophe. 

(4) I alledge that 113-116 has a response in 129-132. Blom- 
field has been offended by 8e tol after SidSerot; but this is the 
reading of the Medicean codex ; and with ar el and avTov(rac 
(both approved by Dindorf, who does not seek or see anti- 
strophics here), the correspondence is complete. When we have 
four strophes and four antistrophes, this is a great praejudicium 
that the poet designed the same throughout. 

(5) A system of only three lines is marked by Blomfield as 
antistrophic, in his sixth edition of 1847, but he does not truly 
attain harmony. I confess I need to change TrpoSaxrets^ to 
7rpo8ov9y and to insert TrarpiSa rather than yai/. To avow as 
antistrophic such a pair, was in itself quite an augury of more. 

oLKOver 7] ovK oLKover aamScoi/ ktvttop; (C) 
TreirXcov kcll a'T€(l>eG)v ttot^ el firjSe vvvj 
aficl)! Xltolv ifiev ; 
KTVTTOP SeSopKa* Trarayos ov^ ii/09 8opo9* (c) 
tI pe^et^j 7rpo8ov9y iraXai^Ocov A.p7j9j 
[TrarpiSa] rav reav ; 



SEPTEM CONTEA THEBAS. 49 

Short as this is, each system consisting of one Iambic Senarian 
and three dockmees, the coincidence cannot be accidental, 
especially when the symmetry of position is discerned which 
will presently be noticed. 

(6) To reconcile 91-96 with 103-107 is in the first line (but 
only in the first) difficult. In the second line I have already 
proposed omitting iyo) as too emphatic. It is also better for 
accord, but not necessary, to write irpoo'Treaco rather than 
TTOTLTTeo'co ; then we have 

2. ^6(5j/ 7) OeaVy irorepa Srjra irpoa- 

3. ireao) fiperr] SoufiopoDv; 
4.* Ico fiaKapes^ eveSpou 

2. TToXti/y rav iror €v(l>ikqTav eOov ; 

3. 6 €01 TToXtao'doxoL 

The fifth and sixth lines are congruous dochmees. When five 
lines out of six agree, I infer that the first lines were also 
written by the poet as antistrophic ; but the first of the anti- 
strophe is not wholly trustworthy. It stands : oS ^vaowqXrj^ 
haifjuov^ einS eTTiSc, rather weak. I used to fancy €7rt- 
aKOTTCL. But eiri^ iTTifieXoo^ would more naturally degenerate 
into €7ri5' ein8e. I now conjecture ^vaeoireXeKV bcdjiov^ 
eiriS* €7rt/i€A<3y, and add a theory. Our poet, knowing in the 
Hymn to Mars (called Homeric) the god to be entitled xpvaeo^ 
irfjXr)^ and y^aXKOKopvaTOLy wished to be original ; therefore 
called him yfivaeo7riX€KV. But yjpva€07rrjXrj^ in the first 
line of that hymn was so familiar, that the copyist of this 
drama was carried away by it. 

(7) Another triplet system 118-120 and 125-128 embarrasses 
us by 0€i) 0eif, which needs correction. In the Medicean codex 

4 
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eTra^vvfiov J^aSfiov ttoXlv follows. Blomfield transposes into 
KaSftoi; eiroivv^ioVf and wishes for a second transposition, 0i;- 
Xa^op TTokiv, In fact, the last would interfere with the anti- 
strophics, for the two final lines are the Antispastic : 

TrpoaioravTaL^ iraXco \a)(ovT€9. 
(l)vXa^0Uj KTjSeaat r evapyS>^. 

The second line in the antistrophe needs change, and can be 
changed into wwlikeness as well as into likeness. If ^ipaain be 
accepted for (^cO 0€i5, we still must omit eircovvfiov to obtain 
two good dochmees, as in the strophe : viz. av r ^Kprjs 
(f)€pa(r7n, J^aSfiov ttoXlv. All that can be pressed is, that 
iiroivvfiop is superfluous : therefore the reduction to agreement 
by merely dropping it cannot be called violent. The first line 
of the triplet is in each case a good double dochmee. Of course 
0e/)oc<77rfc cannot be proved : call it a stop-gap : it gives at least 
a possible text. 

(8) One more double system remains, 108-112 and 133-137. 
If we can reconcile these (and here is my chief difliculty), 121- 
125 remains as a Mesode, and we attain the following un- 
expected and complex symmetry of arrangement : 

Aa: BCcb: DBF: Mesode : fed: G g : H h. 

a capital letter meaning a strophe, and its small letter the 
response. Surely this cannot be mere accident. In the Choe- 
phori and some other plays, we find such systems. But I have 
to reconcile D with d. From KVfia yap irepl irroXiv Ritschl 
and Dindorf drop yap. This suffices me. The second and third 
line of each system agree, when alrloi^y as above proposed, 
is written for aiJray. The 4th line strangely disagrees. The 
fifth line of the antistrophe seems defectwe. It is disagreeably 
abrupt: to^ov ei irvKa^ov. An Antispastic line ends four 
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strophes here, and the Mesode : apparently the line under 
review has lost a Bacchic foot at the beginning. Apollo has 
been addressed ; next Artemis. We might expect some allusion 
to her being sister of Apollo, or something to connect the two. 
As a guess (one can but guess), I write 

\to aov yovv] to^ov ed irvKa^ov — 

which virtually says, " If thy brother will not help us, yet at 
least do thou." 

One difficulty remains, and a great one. How are we to 
reconcile : 

aXK CO Zev irarep wavreXies irdvTcos 
with av T G) Aaroyeveia Kovpal 

The former line excites Dindorf's scorn. If the freedom of 
transposition familiar to Porson and even to Blomfield is 
granted, I may write for the former line 

(o Zt€v TravreXe^y dXXa 7rapTC09 — 

Some will think this change not violent; since Trdrep easily 
creeps in, and the line, thus altered, is not offensive ; but I have 
a special hypothesis. Namely, the poet, in the spirit otw. 23T, 
239 (o) ^vvreXeiay — dedi iroXLTai), wrote 

Tldrep avpTeXe^y dXXa iravrcos — 

This was so new, that a note [cS Zev] was written before Trdrep, 
in explanation. After this, a reader was puzzled by avpreXes, 
and thought it must be a mistake far TravreXe^. Hence came 
CO Zev Trdrep TravreXes^ aXXa Trairreo^. Finally, dXXd 
resumed its prosaic position at the beginning of the line. 

I am sorry that I could not treat this argument more con- 
cisely, without doing it injustice. 
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w. 190, 1 — avTTVOv . . . 8ia orrofia have something wrong. 
Seidler wrote aypvirvcov^ but a verb is better. Paley has aiov, 
I heard: but Dindorfs airvev, spake aloud, with nomin. of the 
noisy articles, is more continuous syntax. Scholefield, extreme 
as is his caution, accepts Siaarofiia of Schutz and Seidler, for 
OTo/ita, in its special application to horses. This satisfies me. 

V. 208. arparevfia aTrrofiei/ov '* the army kindled by hostile 
fire" — a strange phrase. I have always been incredulous of 
faarvSpa/xovfieuai/ ttvXlVj and now take courage to suggest : 
avaBpafiovjxevav iroXtv^ k darv irav — 

The word arpdrevfia is imperfect in the MS. It well may be! 
The rhythm of aTrro/iei/ov irvpl Saico does not seem to me to 
respond well with Kp-qpLvajxevav V€(l>eXav opOoi. I cannot 
condemn either metre, nor can I find a plausible Iamb for 
opOoL. Is it possible that the common 8ato9 has expelled some 
rarer epithet, such as 8a(f)XeKTcp ? 

V, 211 old text. fyvvT) (rcorrjpos. Nothing better is sug- 
gested than Dindorf s yovrjs, 

V, 275. KapSiaf (old text) is a dissyllable (Suppl. 68). It 
ought not to be changed to Kap^a^ by mere conjecture. 

V. 280. X€y^e(oVy Lachmann well changed to Xeyalxov. 

V, 284. TL yivcojxai ; absurdly incoherent. For Trori irvp- 
yov9 . . . . TL yepatfiat; I would print TTort irvpyov .... 
areydpcofia. It is somewhat extreme to represent the foe 
as aiming to moiint the roofs. Some may therefore prefer 
(rr€<^aj/G)/ia. 

V. 288. The antistrophics do not quite accord: but Hermann 
in antistrophe introduces eXOere. Also the old reading pvrrjpe^ 
must be changed to pvropes. I do not presume to decide 
between them. With Se avyyev€L9 for Sioyei/ei^ we might 
keep pvrrjpes. 
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V, 303. for the silly Ka\ rav Hermann wants arav repeated. 
Dindorf writes voaov. Better than either is KOLKaVy cowardice. 

V, 837. 7rvpyS>Tis is absurd, after the city is taken. The 
bpKOLva must be the net or rope described by Herodotus, to 
which Homer seems to allude with the epithet iravaypos. For 
TTort ttoXlv (old text) a verb is wanted : I suggest ttotI TriX- 
varou (suiting metre), and for Trvpy&Ti^y Travraypevri^y as 
somewhat nearer to the letters than iravraypos. Owing to 
corruption in the antistrophe, either word might possibly suit 
the metre. 

V. 350. " Fruit falling on the ground " suggests pure waste, 
not plunder by the victorious army. For the Molossus aXyvvei 
we need a Oretic. *AX(f)ai/€L for a moment is specious, but 
oXXvrou suits the sense. For Kvprjaa^ we need a ditrochee, 
if I am right in the strophe. OXXvrat KvpioiaLVj " is wasted 
to the owners," gives right sense, and the latter word is identi- 
cal in sound to the modems with Kvprjiaiv^ therefore nearly 
approaches Kvprjaa^* Besides, we miss a long syllable after 
Ofifiaj and a verb seems better than Blomfield's r<5j/. 'Pet 
"flows" will suit, but iriKpov op a sounds to me -fflschylean. 

^?. 353. OaXafiTjiroXcov means the storekeepers, as in the 
Odyssey, not bridesmaids, 

V. 359-364 is corrupt. Hermann discerned that evpap is 
wrongly inserted, and Lobeck had explained vvKrepov reXos^ as 
a modest phrase for €wr). But Hermann's correction does not 
otherwise satisfy. I propose TXrjfioaLv yap ai)(jjLaX(0TaL9 \ 
dv8po9 ix TvxouT09y a>9 I Svafievoiv vireprepcov^ \ IXttU 
eoTL vvKTepov T€Xo9 fioXeiPy I TrayKXavTcoi/ aXyicov hrip- 
poOov. *EA7rtV means expectation, apprehension, reXo^ a rite, 
TVX0VT09 a chance comer, coy as happens (when). The plural 
8vap.evS>v . . was changed to singular, with loss of a'vvd(j>eLa, 
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from the idea that it ought to agree with avbpos. I cannot 
endure aLyjJuaX(OT0Vf to agree with rikos. Blomfield well 
refuses to interpret eirippoOov from the Iliad. We may render 
it by an English noun, as " an after-billow of misery." 

e?. 406. ouaxpciu yap dpyo^y firj KaK09 8 elvai ^eXct. 
Ought it not to be ov KaK09 in this earlier Greek? But perhaps 
the poet wrote firj to force its junction with elvat and not with 

«?. 561. Kkvovaas of Dindorf seems better than the old kXvodv 
or the corrections KKvova , Kkvovaa^ KXiovaav. 

w. 673-5. The treatment of these three lines has not been 
happy. Blomfield (ed. of 1818) for irpoapuopov aSeX^eoi/ 
admits irpoapioXcov OfiooTropov reluctantly and with mis- 
giving. (Dindorf follows him.) Yet he tells us: ^^ a8€X(f>€0V 
omnes." 'ASeA^eoi/ is not elsewhere in the tragedians, Ofw- 
(nropop is common. What then can have induced copyists to 
reject a known word, and foist in a stranger one ? It must be 
intelligible for a brother, since in Electra 134 aSeXcpea is a 
sister. Indeed, Pindar 01. ii. has the word. I therefore hold 
that dSeXcfyeov in this line ought not to be touched. Upoa/JLO' 
pov is good neither in sense nor in metre ; but to a modem 
its sound is that of Trpoa/xopcoPy with which we may identify 
it. Yipoa fioXcov is a very small change, I admit : yet it was 
unlikely to be altered. On this ground I prefer irpoaOopGyv^ 
a compound not acknowledged in our dictionaries. 

kolI top aov adOts^ irpoadopcov d8€X(f)€0Vj 

satisfies me. 

V. 574. e^VTTTid^ayv opo/xa HoXvpeUov^ jfilap. Here 
Schutz changed ovopjct to ofifia, and Blomfield follows him 
and interprets it resupinans oculos. But if that idea were here 
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more in place, the words are awkwardly interposed. Liddell 
and Scott quote ovo/xa here: "upturning the name" means 
"dissecting the name/' perhaps because an animal to be dis- 
sected is thrown on the back. The erroneous word in this line, 
with me, is filau. The right structure apparently is ovofia 
TloXvv€LKOV9 TTiKpop OT TuXap, though hereby we get no 
clue to the origin of ^iav. Yet I cannot content myself with- 
out a clue. 

To attain something plausible, the conjecture must be altered. 
The poet may have written : 

i^VTrrid^cov ovofia irliKpov virep]^iov^ 

and when the letters in brackets were illegible, a copyist supplied 
TTiokvv eiKovs^ fiiav. 

If fiiav be as certainly wrong as I hold it to be, this con- 
jecture is not too violent for the occasion. 

^?. 575. 5/y re, and twice. Blomfield seems to interpret it 
as 5tj(a, apart, in two parts : for which sense I know no proof. 
^^vbarelaOai^ either to revile or to celebrate! strange and 
confusing. Here we seem to need the energetic sense, "to 
curse, to abominate : " but that is impossible, while it also 
means, to celebrate. I can only suppose it here to imply sar- 
castic admiration ; " and twice, at the last, signalizing the 
name." The re, which Blomfield omits, couples the two par- 
ticiples of w. 574, 5 ; lines which may be called parenthetic. 
Is not the Latin denotare a fair rendering of iv8aT€L(rdai in the 
senses apparently opposite ? 

V. 577. rj Oelqv tpyov. — Blomf. rightly for rolov. He 
argues that /cat— re for both— and is not good Greek. I do not 
see how it can be answered. 

«?. 608. Tr)v pjoLKpoLV ttoXlVj the distant dty, or the long city. 
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Who can believe that our poet bo loves enigma as thus to denote 
Tartarus? Blomfield changes ttoXlv to TraAij/, with question- 
able syntax, which entitles the journey to death, irofnrqv rrju 
fiaKpaVy when violent death might as well be called the short 
cut. If one must change, it is worth while so to change, as to 
attain satisfaction. I confess, I think Burgess had good reason 
to propose ttju veKpS>v ttoXlp, which Blomfield names without 
comment. 

V. 634 ought (I think) to have a coy for rwy {mirS Dind. 
o'a)9)y where Blomf. has 0* a)9 a. To translate, we have only 
to join drLfiaarrjpa av8pr]\aT7)v into a single thought, " te, 
ut qui injuriose expulisti." 

V. 690. I suppose Dindorf rightly changes reXet Apa or 
rcAetj/ Apa to raXaiv [Apa. 

V. 721.' I would put a fall stop after TrepiOvfiov^ Kara- 
pa9.' Then adding 8' after ^Xay^L^povos^ you need no 
transposition. 

t?. 731-3. avToSaiKTOL seems to me metrically bad, and 
TTapa^aaiav in the antistr. to represent two Iambs, not a 
Choriamb, The old avTOLKTai/axrivavroSaLKTOt may better 
be resolved into avTOKTovco o'(l)ayfj SaiKTol. Avro being 
pronounced a(f)TOj aa(f)TO is not very remote from (r(l)ay7). 
Also for Kol ^Oovia kovls (bad metre again) we may certainly 
write Kay^copia kovls : in Schol. Trarpia yrj. 

V. 747. €#c (f>lXa)p, afiovXlais. Better Blomf. eK (l>lX(ov 
d/SovXla^. 

V. 760. It is astonishing that Scholefield and Blomfield print 
fiTj 7r/)oy, knowing that in the Medicean it is jxarpos. Blom- 
fi eld's eare for ootc seems to be a misprint. I should prefer 
OS y€, qui quidem. The syntax erXa pi^av appears to be like 
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that of erXa ttopov^j pertulit, perpessiis est. [I cannot under- 
stand Dindorf's €0Aa.] After all, I am incredulous of erXa, 
and wish for ereiX • airovoia avvaye. 

V. 769. I certainly prefer oXkolv (accus. after T€lv€l) to the 
Vzilff. aXxa, So apparently does Blomf., but he wished rather 
for aXKap^ and perhaps was right. 

V. 763. Dindorf 's 7raXaL(f)dT(op apav is surely far better than 
nominatives, 

V. 766. TOi S oXoa reXXo/xeu ov irapep^eTOLL. The 
judgment of Hermann and others against TeXX6pL€va "arising," 
seems now to me far too severe. Hermann's own TreXofiepa 
is marvellously feeble. Moreover if in the antistrophe for 
TToXeeo^ we admit TroAtrat, (which the metre suggests, and 
per se is T)etter,) room is gained for a compound of reXXo/xat, 
If in the old text we found ra 8 aXyrj iKreXXofieva^ pro- 
bably no one would breathe suspicion. Here ra 8 oXoa is 
hardly diverse in sense, slightly inferior in rhythm, to ra 5' 
aXyrj. In the antistrophe Heath's ttovXv^otos brings the 
metres to accord. It is an after-question, whether the poet 
wrote oSXa as equivalent to oAoa, or whether the second o of 
oAoa was pronounced as our w. ra S oXw eic has the rhythm 
of TroAtrat, but ra 5 oXwa does not agree with TToAecoy. 

^?. 775. avapira^avbpov. Strange that this should have been 
left. Nothing was more obviously necessary than Hermann's 
TOLV apira^av8pov. 

The last strophe and antistrophe of this ode are variously 
corrupt. In v. 779 I incline to join €7r aAyet yajjucov. Presently 
T&v KpeKraoreKvcov is evidently an impossible epithet. I was 
enamoured of TrayxpTjarorarcov (most serviceable for every- 
thing) until I learned of the conjecture fiiaoreKveoVy which is 
capital. But I see no propriety in dropping aTTo before ofifia" 



68 



COMMENTS ON iESCHYLUS. 



T(ov, nop can I believe that the poet represented CEdipus as 
Tcandering from his eyes. That this idea should pass current, 
amazes me. The very word aTroTrXTj^ia suggests that he said 
ttTT ofifiaTcov iTrXaxOrfy from verb TrXTjcrcrco. So wXaya and 
aiSapoTrXoKTOL. But iTrXrjyriy not iTrXTj^Orj^ being familiar, 
led to error. I also think that in v. 782 09 should be inserted 
before 7raTpo(f)ov(p. It makes the connexion better, and will 
facilitate a right construction of the antistrophe, to which 
I turn. 

V. 785. dpaia^ is confuted by the metre (for we need a 
Cretic) and is tautological here. For apaias Tpo(f)a9 I wish 
to write aypias Tpo(f>ov9y fierce nurses, approving of Blom- 
field's namin. imKoro^. But Kal cr(l>e 8iaXa)(€LV does not 
content me in grammar. I want at a'(f>i bLaXa^otev. The 
additional syllable then responds to the 09 which I desire before 
irarpoiPopco in the strophe. Finally in v. 791 after reXeaij 
(an active verb without an accusative) I desire roSe or raSe. 
May we read ra8' ayKLirov9 for KafiyfriTTovyl I prefer the 
sense of ayKLirovs (crookfoot) to apyhrov9 or dprcTrov^* 



At full V. 777. 
eTTel ^ apTt(f)p(OJ/ 
eyevero fieXeo^y dOXicDv 
ydpxov kir aXyei hvcr^op&Vy 
pjuvopAva Kpahla 
SiSvfia KOiK ireXecrep* 

[orf 7raTpo(f>6i^(p x^P^ '^^^ 
[ucroTeKVCovdir ofifidrcov 
eTrXaxdrj. 



V. 785. 
T€KJ/ot9 8 dypia^ 

€(j)T]K€J/ imKOTO^ TpOi^OVS 

cucu TTLKpoyXcocrcrov^ dpd^^ 

at (r(l>L crcSapoj/ofico 
Sid ye pi TTore Aa^o?- 
ep KTTjfiaTa' vvv Se rpiw^ 
fiT] reXecrri raS^ dyKt- 



^ I have no authority for af^Kiwov^, lame. 
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V. 829. Blomfield overlooks the fact that kou TToXvveLKet? 
implies the loss of a clause before it, and transposes, ''jure, ut 
mlbi quidem videtur." To me it seems that the poet must 
have written ot Srjr 6p6S>9 /car eircovvfiiav \ [Kapr ireoK- 
XeFy] Koi TroXweiKei^. For he cannot have overlooked 
that the name of Eteocles had meaning as much as that of 
Polynices. 

V. 856. For metre's sake I would retain for acrroXov some 
equivalent; besides that it must probably have come from 
something. After ^KiroXXtovi I wish rav changed to yav^ but 
with Blomfield and Dindorf drop avaXiov. This may give 
(adding els') : 

rav OLaTpo(f)oif jxeXayKpoKOv \ v^kvcttoXov OecoplS^ ety 
rav acTTL^rj 'AttoXAww yav, \ wavSoKOv eJs* a(f)ain] re 

Xepcroj/. 

w. 886-904. Elmsley first reorganized these as antistrophics. 
Hermann, I believe, ejected irXayav from one line and evveirco 
from another, words which follow well enough after 887. 

For OfioairXayyvwv re I would rather write OfiooTTopeov ye 
TrXevpcofiarcov [irXayav eVi/eTT©]. These two words have as 
response Kveava r iTrtyovoi^y if not kttjvtj t iyyovoL9* 

V. 889. After avavSdrcp jxivet add r . Further in strophe 
and antistrophe I wish 

dpaiep r €k irarpos B7jXi(f>povo9 iroT/Kp. [for 8L)(0(f)povL] 

and 

a/i€fi(l>€La 0/Aoty ov^ im^apr ayrj (?) for im)(apL9 Apr/y. 

V. 946. SloctSotcoj/ dr^cov (Blomfield, Scholefield, Dindorf) 
ought to agree with hiaropjoHs ov (j)iX(U9y a double Cretic. 
I cannot believe SioSorcov inadmissible. If the poet wrote it. 
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the copyists were likely to correct him. AioSorcoif aXyecDv 
makes the exact rhythm. 

V. 947. Blomfield changes crco/ian to )((OfiaTL, strangely 
overlooking that yay is to be joined with TrAoSroy, not with 
aeofiarc. 

V. 1049. TJbr] ra tov8* ov ^StarerlfiTiTou Oeoh. Blomfield 
says, " Locus peritiorem manum expectat." Yet not much 
peritia seems needful: a very obvious correction is ov Srjr 
drifiTiT rjv 6eoi9. 
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v» 2. Probably jxtj^os for jxrjKOS has now triumphed, in 
despite of Scholefield. 

V. 7. Blomfield and Dindorf would omit this line. 'Aarepay 
is justly treated as a prosaic interpretation of Svj/acrra^y but 
I find it hard to believe that any annotator would add the rest 
of the line ; and avroXa^ re r&v is still more improbable from 
an interpreter than from the poet. Hence I rather believe that 
aaripas has pushed out a verb from the end, and that the 
poet wrote, 

oTav (pdcj/cocTLVy avToXas re Tcij/8\ op&. 

Then Svpocrra^ is coupled with o/)(3. 

vv. 10, 11 Vulg. aySe yap Kpareiv ikiri^co. Those 

who change to Kparet . . . eXin^ov have to interpret the naked 
participle eXiri^ov for an adjective, "hopeful," of which no 
example is given. In later Greek several participles thus 
degenerated; but to impute it in this word as early as our 
poet, without even a later authority, is not plausible ; nor does 
there seem any adequate reason for change. For IXttl^co 
certainly can mean olfiat, as eXTTOfiat in II. 7, 199, referring 
to the past. The emphasis here may be, "for \ fancy that the 
queen herself {not her husband) sustains this regimen." See 
kXins in Sep. Th. 349 and Agam. 1409. 

V. 14. 6/^771/ is unendurably emphatic, though Scholefield sees 
nothing wrong. But no copyist, finding e/ioi (Bentley's cor- 
rection), was at all likely to change it to kpi'qv. Dindorf in 
third edition (Lipsise, 1857) marvellously prints Ai;^ for eixrjv. 
If we must seek for a word likely to be corrupted into ^jxrjVj 
nothing seems nearer than rjfirjj/y " I used to sit." (For r/fiouy 
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yjfiyjVj though formed as p,p, and pLp. from €^, have the 
sense of present and prt. imperf.) The past tense, it may be 
said, is not here in place; but the structure is any way irregular. 
We may indeed write irapecrTOLTet for irapaaTarel^ but eir 
av (as often as) is marked by Blorafield with an obelus. Surely 
the watchman ought never to sleep and dream. If, with Blom- 
field, we correct e^r av into ravrr/Vy no apodosis is wanted ; 
then I see nothing better than to read e^cop for e^o). [The 
jfear ((l)ofio^) must be fear of punishment if he indulge in 
a doze.] 

ravTTjv Se vvKTiirXayKTOV €v8pocrov r eyjcov 
ivjnjVy ovelpoL9 ovk eTncrKOTrovfiei/rjj/j 
TjfiTjv (f)ofio^ yap avd virvov TrapeaTaTet^ 

This satisfies me. But ravrrjv is not the only possible 
substitute for eSr av. 

w. 49, 50. EfCTTar/oty, deviis, aviis. But the anguish was 
not devious nor in out-of-the-way places : it was displayed over 
their nests. The word differs so little from etarayXots, that 
Blomf. has excellent reason for believing eK7rayXoi9 to be 
genuine. Interpreters try to convince us that iiaraTLOis implies 
the young birds to be stolen ; but this would not be suggested 
even by etararltov. To call stolen birds truants or astray, and 
the theft a migration^ is like the slang of thieves. No doubt the 
following lines presume us to know that there has been malver- 
sation. The poet who proceeds to emphasize the guilt of some- 
body's deed, could not fail to premise the fact unmistakeably. 
Hence I suspect that some such words as iKpvcf)^ dvapTraar&v] 
have been lost after iraiBcDv. 

V. 53. 17 T19 'AttoAAo)!/. This text seems to me impossible. 
As well might one say '' some Jupiter " as *' some Apollo." Each 
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deity was emphatically unique, and cannot be transformed into 
a genus. 

V. 56. rj Uai/y rj Zeus'. Worse and worse. Apollo, Pan, 
Jupiter ; who ever heard of such a trio ? How was Pan wraro^j 
morally or physically ? Where else is Pan the avenger of birds, 
or a god who listens to the cry of the injured ? I hold it certain 
that the names Apollo and Pan are both corrupt. My nearest 
conjecture is 17 T19 OLTrrji/cij/ (gen. pi ) t] iravoKTjs Zeuy, " either 
some severe (god), or all-retrieving Jove." 

V. 58. fieroLKCov. We are asked by some to believe that the 
stolen birds were made " half-citizens of heaven " : what next ? 
According to others, the birds had migrated: and this ought to 
be anroLKcov. That fieroiKcoj/ is corrupt, is to me clear as an 
axiom. For it I propose fieyoireov, calamitosorum. But yoov 
TcivSe refers not to the young, but to the parent birds, whose 
KXayyt/ was alluded to above. Meyoiroy is not in our 
dictionaries : being rare, it was easily mistaken in transcribing ; 
but fieyaXoLTO^ is acknowledged; and they differ only as 
fieyavxv^ and fieyaXauxv^y fieyacrOeprj^ and fieyaXo-^ 
aO€P7]9j fi€yd8(opo9 and fieyaXobwpos. 

w. 69, 70 Vulg. ovff inroKXauov ovff vTroXeificoj/ \ ovre 
Saxpvcov. Scholefield is not startled by KkaioDv and Sajcpveov, 
Blomfield approves Casaubon's xnroKcdwv^ so too Dindorf. 
What iJtto means in these compounds is very obscure. I can 
only guess that disparagement is intended ; as though one said, 
" Neither by a morsel of burnt victim nor by a few drops of 
wine." But besides, irapadeX^eL needs ti^» It may be under- 
stood, says Scholefield. Yet it is better expressed. For ovre 
ScucpvoDVy you have only to read 0VT19 AaKpvcop, and you 
find Tbabb to be the mysterious airvpa Updj spiritual powers, 
which care nothing for sacrifice or libation. 
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V. 87. TTecOot or Trevdoiy OvocrKivet^ or OvocrKets^ come to 
the same thing, if OvocrKiveis of the old text be an admissible 
verb. 

V. 101 Vulg, (f)aivovaa. Who but Scholefield would fight 
for this palpable error, after Butler and Blomfield had pleaded 
for acuvovaa ? 

V. 103. TTjv dvfiofiopoj/ 0/)€i/a Xv7r7j9. All confess this to 
be wrong. I conjecture (f)p€j/oXvfirj (or (fypevoXvfirjv), " soul- 
gnawing, spirit-marring." 

V. 107 Vulff. oXkolp ^vfi(l)VT09. I think Blomfield rightly 
has ^vficfyvTOPj " persuasive song, a force congenial (to age)." 
. «?. 110 Vulff. ^vix(l)poifa rayav. Better Dindorf, ^vficfypoue 
ToiycOy in dual. 

V. 119. I cannot believe that any Greek would join fiXafieirra, 
masc. singular with a pregnant hare, in which of course the sex 
is prominent. I think the word must be neuter plural. There- 
fore the old reading ipiKv/Jxtra (l)€p/iaTa must be preferred, 
and Xayivav yivvav must be interpreted of the same brood, 
tiz. the brood of a hare, a numerous litter. [What an enigma, 
if the poet, while speaking of the brood in a. pregnant hare, 
called the mother hai*e " the brood of a hare," as if on purpose 
to puzzle us !] 

«?. 121. £^icrcrov9 double^ dubious, certainly may here mean 
different. Whether Dindorf write for it taovs^ or TTiarov^, he 
seems to change needlessly, and for the worse. But Trofiird^ 
T ap)(0V9 of Karsten is an improvement. 

V. 128. The poet here purposely imitates the obscurity of 
oracles. Whose towers are meant? Trojan or Greek, is left 
doubtful. Upoade may mean previously ^ as logic and order 
suggest, or may be awkwardly joined to irvpyeoj/, itfcnjifTj mean 
herds of cattle. But, as chattels and cattle with us, so KTTjinj 
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and KTeava were certainly once the same, and in an oracle 
might be explained either way. There is an argument in " This 
expedition at length captures Troy, but first all the resources 
of the Greeks will be exhausted." Without irpocrOe (pre- 
viously) the two clauses are in no relation. If you insist on 
KTTjvrj^ cattle, you must twist irpocrOe back to irvpyeov. 
Perhaps the poet intended ambiguity. Our farmers' word stock 
includes cattle and chattel. [Blomfield interprets kttjvt] here 
possessions^ confessing that cattle is the usual sense. In Theb. 
885 metre suggests kttJj/t] for /creWa.] Brunck, on Soph. 
Antigone 782, tried to establish that Kn^/xara, chattel, there 
means Kn^yrj^ "cattle in loveQ),*' but I am persuaded that 
Sophocles there wrote XrjfiacrLy proud and heroic souls, con- 
trasted to v€avi8o9* 

V. 138. Here commences a sadly corrupted epode, with no 
antistrophics to check us in efforts to correct. The metre is pre- 
valently dactylic, with, I think, a tendency to Penthemimeter. 
The first line roacrov irep evcfypeov KoXa is made by Dindorf 
into ocrcrcov irap ev(f>pov(OP KoXa [Atoy Ko/)a]. I resist as 
absurd the doctrine of the " Etymol. Magn." that lions are here 
made prominent. It is a question of hares primarily. In 
OXtcop of the old text we ought to see Xaycip, not Xeoprcov, 
hence also puoiXepSiV ought to be corrected into pxxXaK&p. After 
this preamble, I exhibit my own attempt. 

Tocrcrop irep €v(l>p(oi/ [ ApT€fii9 ioTt] KoXa 
SpocroLCTL Xeirroicnv fiaXoucoip re Xaycov. /c.r.X. 

I give to the two lines the same well-known rhythm. 

V. 142. Between repTTva (at bottom of page in Medicean codex) 
and TovTCov out€Lj words are lost. These words must have con- 
tained both nomin, and accus. to aireLy that is, the seer and the 

6 
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god: hence I fill up repirj/a [Se Satfioua Oiainv 6 fiavTisf], 
which makes the sentence clear. 

V. 143. The words of the jxavn^ follow: **8€^ia fieu . . . . 
but at the end, for the absurd arpovdcov^ (which Scholefield is 
hardy enough to defend, saying that sparrows mean birds, and 
birds include eagles 1) I wish to write KpivoDv " interpreting." 
Dindorf writes (^xupwv (after (f>aa'ixjOLTa 1) ; but I think, tf eoy 
(l>aiv€i (Iliad 2, 308, 318), pjavTL9 Kpivet. The arpovOov 
must haye been written in allusion to Iliad 2, 308. 

«?. 144. I see no propriety in abolishing the lonism KoXeeo, 
nor in seeking with Dindorf for an Iambic Senarian, but with 
him I think a word lost at the end of the line, perhaps : Irj'iov 
ad KoXeaOy Uoudv [ AttoXAo)] two Penthemimeters, followed 
by a third, ixrjTLvas avriirvoov^. Or ayKoXeco. 

V. 146. T€V^ will seem to have Apollo for nominative: 

OTTevSofiej/a will correct the error, but not prevent it. The 

word airXoias is quite superfluous : in it I seek a title of Artemis 

in the nomin. and find AypetUy since Apollo is 'Aypew and 

*Ayp€VTa9. The word avpa is habitually omitted after rpo- 

TTa/a, and avpa^ would be supplied here, with e;(€j/ij5ay : then 

we have 

Kypua rev^y (rrrevSofieua Ovaiav 

again with Penthemimeter. 

V. 148. Dindorf w^U judges that the metre of peUecov 
reKTOva a'Vfi(l)VTOP will be improved by a spondee at the 
end in concord with j/eiKeo)!/. It is hard to find any so good 
as [aij/oij/] which he adds. 

V. 164. ovSej/ Xe^et is confessedly wrong. OuSei/ av 
Xe^ou cannot be condemned, but ovSep ev^erou Trpiv <ov 
even better brings out the thought " will not boast that pre- 
viously he was anything (of importance)." 
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V. 176. I agree with Scholefield and Blomfield that fitatayy 
rjixevayv is oflfensive : but I would not alter ^LaicDs. In order 
to join TjXOe with jSta/o)^, and a'(o(l>poveLV with uKOvras^ I 
propose to change SaifiopoDP Se to Satfiovcov ye, and make 
the whole one sentence. 

TT. 180. ifi7raioL9> Blomfield seeing that the current sense 
of this word is here improper, interprets it anew from Traiao. 
But this sense, if possible, ill agrees with crvjxirveoDV. The 
sense wanted is something from ancient religion ; " resigned to 
mysterious fortunes." What of 6fi(f)aLOL9 oracular ? 

V. 223. d6^0L9y ministers, helpers. Qu. connected with 
Homeric docroreoD ? earlier root de^ : 00^09 thus reminds us 
of a^mlium. 

V. 234. I think eV ypa(l)ou9 [7ro4/c/Xaiy] is wanted for clearer 
sense. In antistrophe I would read (for iirel yivoir av 17X1;- 

(Tty ) iTr\ yivoiT av XvaL9> Dindorf is here more 

ingenious than convincing. 

In strophe 

dir ofifiaro^ jSe'Aet (f>iXoLKT(py 
irpeTTOVcra ff d>9 iv ypacfxu^ [ttoikIXou^'I Trpvaevj/eweij/ 
has for response, 

jjuadeiv eTTtppeTrer to fieXXov 
5e TrpoKXveLPy tttj yevoir av Xvori^y Trpo\aLpiT(o. 

I see a greater propriety in inserting the epithet TroLKiXaLS 
which defines ypa(f>at9 than in striking out TrpoKXveiv. 

V. ?78. i(r)(y9 wopevrov Xa/xTrdSos' 7rpo9 rjbovqv. Elmsley 
perceived that irpos r)8ovr)v conceals a lost verb. He con- 
jectured irpocrriwrev. The suggestion is valuable. One 
wonders it was not followed up. I propose rather Trpocn^Opi'- 
aev, "wafted," a word far more apt to be unknown and corrupted. 
Io"xw manifestly ought to be an accusative. For it I desire 
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0(r)(a9y twigs , also rare. '* The pinebrand wafted twigs of 
flame." 

V. 293. irXeov Kodovcra t&v eiprjfievcoj/ is certainly prosaic, 
but Dindorf's substitute, TrpoacuOpi^ovcra irofiTTifiop 0Xoya, 
rather amazes than instructs. 

V. 299. The old ixr/ ^api^ecrOai was changed by Wellaeur to 
a novel verb ix7]\apL^€cr6(u, with Scholefield's applause. But 
Heath's jxr] yari^eaOai^ adopted by Blomf. and Dindorf, is to 
me more convincing. 

V. 299. From such phrases as 0/Xe reKvoVy where sex is a 
prominent real fact, it is a very unsound deduction that we may 
join (f>\oyo9 Trcoycoi/a with a feminine accus. (f>\iyova'av. 
Such a generalization overthrows all law of sexual concord. The 
Kcu before ^apcopiKov (well called importunum by Scholef.) 
suggests the loss of a whole line after irpocrco. Such line might 
be lavyTjj/ KeXevovcr , aarpaTrcus evayyeXois] (l)X€yova'av. 
Even so, (fyXeovcrai/ seems better. 

V, 310. For ciy Aej/oty, Blomfield has d)9 Xeyets. But 
Dindorf has ouy Xeyeiy, better still. With Scholefield I resist 
the change of 8c7]V€KW to SiavcKW* 

V. 327. The old text a)9 SvcrSoufioj/e^ is bad, Dindorf's ©y 
Se 8aLfioj/€9 is odious ; but d>9 8 evSalfiove^, of Voss, Stanley, 
Musgrave, Blomfield, I find blameless and satisfactory. 

V. 332. ifiTrLTTTri. Better Dindorf ifimTrroc, utinam I 

V. 333. e/)6)y iroOeiv is hardly credible. Perhaps all now 
accept TTopOetp. 

w. 365-370 are corrupt and diflicult, but Blomfield firmly 
leads the way. Uecfyavrou cannot here mean are slain, but is 
shown. For iyyouovy he proposes eKyovos, which does not 
suit the metre. A nominative sing, is needed. *Eyy€J/^y gives 
the fit rhythm. I cannot accept from Blomfield aroX/xi^TCOu 

\ '^ l t ' "^ C^ ^\ ' 
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Kpr] to mean Martem rerum nefastarum. In droX/iTjrcop 
is hidden an epithet of barbarous men, described as Aprf 
TTPeoj/TODv : aTaprrjpSiv will do ; noxious,, destructive men ; 
then we must put a stop with Blomfield after StKaieoy* 

Next, in v, 369, I warmly approve Blomfield's ear', ovSe for 
ecrroD Se, but fear that ear' cannot dispense with a nominative 
expressed, either roSe, or some noun. One form of our sen- 
tence might make V7r€p(f)ev conceal a nominative, meaning 
excessive grandeur and governing genitive ScofiaroDJ/, Then it 
must be a neuter sing, (that airripxivTov may have concord with 
it,) and be an amphibrach, for the metre. But no noun be- 
ginning with xmep fulfils the conditions. We are thus driven 
to the hypothesis that xnrep to is the seat of error, and conceals 
the lost nominative, ^XeovroDV being the case absolute. Only 
one solution here occurs. I cannot claim that to8 ovt€ is at all 
like VTTep to. But the sense of the poet, with good metre, results 
from (fikeovTcov ScofiaTcoj/ inrepcfyeVy toS^ ovt€ fieKTLOTOV 
ecTTy ovT aTrr)pjivTov, Else ou tovto j8. ioTj ouS\ 

V, 377. 7rpofiovXo7raL9 '' provider for children." So Blom- 
field. To me he seems quite right. Such a word we should not 
dare to invent, on the basis of (f)LXo7rou9, but to deny the poet's 
right, is far too bold. The Scholiast (Blomfield urges) joins 
ireiOw Kt7]s. I learn that some now write irpofiovXo^ 7rou9y 
and make Persuasion child of Ate (!)— a phrase which no one 
ought to obtrude. Persuasion is not a malignant deity, 
(^TepYCo 8* ofifiaTa HecOov^^ says Athena in the Eumenides), 
though there may be persuasion to evil ; then Attj is a child of 
Ill-counsel. 

V. 395. To accommodate the metre to the strophe, we may 
venture to transpose re kol, making kXovovs' re /cat Xoy^i- 
fiovs. 
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V. 402. Awfully corrupt. Nothing but audacity can here 
serve us. In metre 

TrapeoTi aiyacr drifios^ aXotSopoy 
has for response 

TO Trap ^ dcf) 'EAXaSoy alay crvvopfiepots* 
Here arLfios^ ought to be a Bacchic foot, and *EXAa5os* an 
Antibacchic. For the latter I read EXAai/os', the land of 
Hellen, giving the same metre as Hermann and Dindorf get by 
a much larger change, dcf) *EAAaj//5oy yay. * hrifiovs may 
be temporarily written for drifio^. 

Observe that in ten lines preceding v. 402 no word is found 
that could hint at a nomin. to Trapecrrt. Menelaus has not 
been mentioned. Prima facie S^ya is the nomin. For or art" 
fiov9 I conjecture kut otfiov^j which by the moderns is 
sounded /car ifiov^ ; thus only a change of a* to /c is implied. 
Dindorf prints axmov? d(l>7jp.ev(ov Ibelv (Lipsiae, 1857, Preface, 
p. Ixv), but he does not translate it, nor can I. Yet I thank- 
fully accept from him cuotovs for ddicTTO^y and render aicr- 
T0V9 iSeii/y to view the viewless or the vanished. It remains 
only to correct d(^€pL€P(ov to €(f>C€fi€voi)j/. I render it, " Along 
the pathways wends Silence unreproaching ; whilst [in vain] 
they long to view the viewless." The gen. etpiepLevcov may be 
coupled with Stya or with oifiov^y indiflferently. 

In the antistrophe for more exact response I incline to rocAa- 
aiKapbtos for rXyjcriKapbios* Parum refert. 

V, 405. (f)aa'/JLa, i.e. Helen, a phantom. 

V. 412. 80K&V opaVy improved by Scholefield into 8okS>v 
opa, sees in fancy. This gives the needful subjunctive to 
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evT av. 



V. 415 Vulg. birabois involves three nouns in the dative 
plural, not in apposition! irrepovcra oiraSos of Voss and 
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Blomfield does not certaiDly give accurate metre. Dindorf's 
OTraSovcr is good, but it seems we must then further change 
7rT€poi9 into Trravoi^y — bold ? perhaps necessary. 

V. 431. frouy AejSiyray. Hermann and Blomfield omit rov^ ; 
though odp in antistrophe must be expelled with it. The double 
change is unplausible : besides we must keep the old evderoVj 
if we can. I conjecture ov9 Xifirjras^ for sues, a sense less 
obvious ; thereby inducing the change to rovs. 

V. 442. €Vfiop(j>oLj which Blomf. calls plane otiosum, perhaps 
meant " their once beautiful forms." 

V. 462. ioTL fiTj seems to me nngrammatical. Blomf. is quite 
dissatisfied. Stanley's conjectures et tol for iqtol and eariv fj 
for earl firjy yield good sense, but the latter change alone 
suflices. *' It is either divine or is b, fiction." 

V. 467. ouxfJiT] here, as in Ohoeph. 619, seems to mean military 
rule. Where we say the sword figuratively, Greeks would say 
the spear. 

V. 469. opos is a grand difliculty. To say that the poet calls 
a frontier credulous, is to try our patience too much. If opos 
is the right text (as perhaps v. 1123 implies, iroOev opov9 
€X€t>9, etc.), it must have a very unusual sense, logical or 
musical. " Argument " will well suit both passages. In logic, 
opo^ is a definition or a term. May a Term mean a Topic? 
In ^schylus's time, it is not clear that Attic Greek had any 
received word either for argument or for topic. If the poet used 
opos in either sense, he found none to follow him. 

If opo^ could have the sense of opyLJ)^ that would not be 
amiss for these two passages : but on the whole, to me the least 
improbable solution is, that the poet's mind itself was here 
rayyiropo^y from Term and Topic to Argument. 



72 COMMENTS ON ^SOHYLUS. 



ExcuKSUB ON w. 638-540. 

These lines are surely imperfect. They narrated miseries 
by sea, as we learn from 641, ra ^ adre X^P^V' ^^* ^' ^^^ 
gives no idea of the sea; SvcravXia suggests only the land; 
that Trdprj^i^ is peculiarly a sailor's word, no evidence is 
brought. Surely something ought to have preceded, to show 
that it meant coming to land. The distance from Aulis to 
Troas on the map may be two hundred English miles. Greek 
troops, crushed on board of small vessels, found it a hardship 
to sleep in them, and desired, when possible, to take their 
meals on land. " Eare landings " were a misery. But how 
can KaKoarpoDTo^ be an epithet of Traprj^ts ? " 111 furnished 
with beds" is the conventional interpretation, a strange epithet 
for "an approach"! My first attempt at correction is, to 
change this to KaKopp66ov9, " dangerous from the surf; " 
which commends itself as. probable. Even so, irdprj^ts, and 
still morOj SvcravXloy need some word preceding , to indicate 
that he is talking of the sea. If the hiatus is before bvaavXiaSj 
we may imagine something like the following : 

fi6)(j9ov9 yap el Xeyoifu [rovs 6aX(waLOV9 
vavTcus dTTTjvets^ Kvpid] kolL SvcravXia^y 
airapvas irapri^us kcu KaKoppodov^, 

Nor do I see how any smaller remedy could make the hearer 
understand SvaavXta^ to be spoken from a seaman's point 
of view. 

But in the next line are grave difficulties both of syntax and 
of meaning. My late learned colleague and Professor of Greek, 
Henry Maiden, gave me his solution. SreVeo ov Xa^fov must 
be joined intimately into a single thought, which the preceding 
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ov denies. What does it mean ? "I moan that I have not 
received." But what was the thing not received, the thing 
over the loss of which they moaned? "a part of the day," 
rjfWTOS fiepo^ ? That is too absurd. But tl fiepos rJixxiTOs 
may mean " During what part of the day." True. But then 
'Xa)(0j/T€9 has no accusative; and since the accusative to this 
verb may be either good or bad fortune, its suppression is im- 
possible. " During what part of the day [were we] not moan- 
ing that we had not received?" This syntax is as inadmissible 
as the other. 

The simplest remedy is, to condemn ov Xa^ovres as corrupt, 
then Homer's auaypiXaa irapa inji iro\v^vy(a at once suggests 
a substitute : arivovres^ acr)(piXkovT€9^ which has a slight 
addition of plausibility from the modern Greeks writing X by ;y^ 
(lower in the line) which confounds it with y^, [First ao^aX- 
Xovres becomes aaXay^ovres^ then oi) Xa)(0PT€9 follows.] 
The syntax remains incomplete, from wanting a verb ; and the 
transition to ra 5^ avre \ipacp is very abrupt ; still, the sense 
is clear, and the loose syntax is not unnatural from a veteran 
soldier, T/ rf/iaTOS fiepo^ then means " During what hours." 
I counsel to condemn ov Xaypvres. 

But if I were to reason as Scholefield, I should say : " I 
prefer to keep without change the very words of the poet " [i.e. 
the words ascribed to him !] and transpose ad libitum ? no ; but 
add ad libitum: and here, with the strong argument that the 
syntax is incomplete. To those who insist on retaining ov 
Xa)(ovTe9 I suggest a hiatus after it, and such a supplement as 

ov Xa)(ovTe9 [rifiepov A/a, 

€KapT€pOV/l€J/ fiaKpOv] ijfJUOLTOS fl€p09. 

Then I would interpret tl ^ oS ; to mean " and what not 
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beside?" The likeness of rjfiipas to rjfjuaros is a specious 
pretext. But, once launched on the deep, who can stop bold- 
ness ? We might have something better ! as : 

OX) Xa)(OVTes [evSlaj/ KaXrji/y 
TjvrXovixev apyaXiov] arj/juiTos fiei/o^. 
or eKapTepovfJiep al7rv'\ yelfwros fi€j/09. 

But to imagine a line lost before SvaavXlas is quite enough 
in one passage : a second hiatus is so unplausible, that I could 
not think of saving the life of Xa)(ovTes at such a price. 

V. 562 Vulff. dp^ouoi/ is retained by Scholefield and Dindorf ; 
but with sense most unsatisfactory. Blomfield accepts Porson's 

V, 585. TOVTov. Scholefield well observes, that if tovtov 
be expanded into its equivalent 97 tovto^ no ellipsis of rj is felt 
before avol^ai. 

V. 589. evpot fioXcou. Scholefield says: evpoc me judice 
stare nequit. But to find a substitute is very hard. Did the 
poet present the queen as a hypocrite unaware how transparent 
was her hypocrisy. To this idea vv. 594-5 agree. 

V, 627. I suppose aeaay/iepou of Dindorf is right. 

w. 642, 7. Here too I must thank Dindorf for dative 
ipentloLS and vavaroXova . 

V. 677. KeXaavTcov^ defended by Scholefield, is by Blomfield 
and Dindorf corrected to KeXaavres* But we need a verb. 
I try KeXaav ray — Ionic for eKeXaap. Also the metre of 
€7r a€^L(j)vXXov9 is wrong; ey l3adv(f)vXXov9 would be 
right, but is not plausible. In early days ae^c (connected with 
augeo) was written aeyai. I conjecture, that our poet, imi- 
tating Homer's TrriYeai/JuxXXcpy coined the epithet TrrfyeaL' 
(f>vXXov9. A preposition was not absolutely . needed with 
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oLKTOL^i for in Suppl. 16 he writes KeXaat 5' hpyovs ycuav. 
A copyist might make the ir of irqyeo'i into €7r', and 'qyeo'L 
into" aeyai^ whence our present text. Of course elvoaL^vWovs 
would suit metre and sense as well^ but was not at all so liable 
to corruption, 

V, 686. TiovTas implies a difficult double accusative after 
TTpaaaofieua "exacting, i.e. requiting dishonor on those who 
honor," with an unpleasant play on the verb honor, which is 
supposed, by help of eK(f)dTC09y to mean dishonor ! But c#c0a- 
TC09 means expressly, distinctly, not, out of place and time. 
Therefore tlovtos of Schutz, Butler and Blomfield, has always 
seemed to me an easy and marked improvement, though 
abandoned by Dindorf in his third edition (1857). 

Next, what is the antecedent of 09 after vfiepouop? The 
verb kireppeirev is active or neuter. If the latter, os belongs 
to vfiei/atoi/y but that accusative then becomes a superfluous 
repetition of pvfi(f)0TL/i02/ fieXo^. Better it seems to remove 
the comma after vfiei/aioi/ and refer 09 to Alo9 tlovtos. Then 
eireppeTre is interpreted as, in Eumen. 848, eirLppiireiv firjpiv 
is to send wrath against. So here Jupiter is said to inflict a 
nuptial song on the bridesmen. 

«?. 691. I must impute to the copyists, not to the poet, the 
unpleasant repetition of Tro\v6pr)vov. I believe him to have 
written 7roXv(l)7]fioj/ /leya irov arepety with many a voice. 
There is a like incredible repetition of irokKKTOV^s in Sup- 
plices 487-8. 

V. 693. irapLTTpoa-Or) is not Greek. Perhaps neither is irdpr 
Trpoade. I conjecture Trafnrei/OTJ TroXv6pr)vov aX&v . 

V. 709. ixr)\o(f>6vois arajLo-iv of the old books is changed by 
Blomfield into /ir)Xo(f)opoLa'Lj/ ayaicn^ by Dindorf to ixrjXo" 
(f>ovoia'Lv cV Srais. Each change is made solely for metre's 
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sake, though it is not quite certain that a spondee for a dactyl 
is here wrong. Dindorf s ip is not plausible, nor does arac 
seem to be a natural word here. Nearest I find arou irovrlai 
of drowning. Blomfield's accentuation defines ayq to mean 
invidia, as he explains it, v, 129 ; a sense by no means natural 
here. I prefer ayalaL fragments^ as in Persae 417, Eur. 
Suppl. 693, a coarse word for mangled flesh. In Agam. 370, 
388] a Molossus stands for a Choriamb ; so in Theb. 767, 773. 
But there, strophe and antistrophe have each the Molossus. 
The change from araiaiv to ev Srais is greater than of araicnv 
to aycdcriv or aycucriv* 

V, 742 Vulg, veapa (f>aov9 kotop Sal/ioi/d re toj/ a/JLa)(Oi/ 
oLTToXefiou, This is left by Dindorf in despair. Blomfield and 
Scholefield omit UTroXefioPy which is too long for the metre, 
while ipaovs kotov is too short, as well as without sense. I 
conjecture veapols (pavovaav tokokti \ Salfiopa Trai/TOixa- 
j(aj/, which removes all difficulty, if Opdaos Attjs be, with 
Blomfield, interpreted as a periphrasis of Attj. (Neapo^y 
^€0TT09 are able to pass as words of two syllables.) We 
merely need in the antistrophe to accept TraXivrpoirots ofifia- 
a IV XiTTOva J ^Oaiav irpoaefia^ where 'Oo"/a means Virtm, 
as in Bacch. 370. 

V. 775 Yulg. aKOvcriov is excellently corrected by Franz into 
€/c Ovamv. But this does not suffice. QvrjcrKOva'L cannot be 
right, I claim OprjcKOio'L for the poet, religions men, 

V, 796 Vulg, iirpa^afieaOa. Paley seems rightly to print 
ic^pa^dfieaOa. 

V. 844. TToWr/p avcoOev* This whole line seems to me 
spurious and noxious. See 848 irdXkds SvcoOev. 

V. 872. KOLi yrjv. Blomfield is justly offended with the KoiX. 
May we not adopt yaiav for kcu yrju ? 
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V. 903. TTpaaaoL/i oiv is well changed to Trpdaaoifiei/ by 
Dindorf, who retains evOapai]^. 

V. 954 Vulff. eviriOes, good in itself. But here evireiOes 
is better for metre. In antistrophe the old text ovtol fiard^eL 
seems right. 

V, 956 Vulff, ^V2/€fifi6Xoi9. Better ^vuefifioXous in Dind. 

t?. 957 Vulff. 7rapr]l37)a'€P, good in metre, absurd in sense. 
The word TrpvfiinjaLa reminded the poet of €/c ^ evvas 
efiaXouy Kara re wpv/xinjaLa Sijaau^ Iliad i. 436? Hence, 
I think, he brought in the verb irapTjvinja'ev^ to lay (ships) side 
by side (fastened by evvami ?), to beach ships. In modem Greek 
7] ft and rjv are sounded alike, so that Traprjvmjo'ei/ to a medieval 
copyist had only u more than waprj^rjaeu. 'Ytt IXlou copro 
must be understood, " startedyr(w» the Troad beach to march to 
the city Ilion." 

V, 969. Scholefield has €v\0fJU0LL 8* oltt ifid^ tl^ Dindorf 
ev^opAi S €^ ifid^, Blomf. ev^Oficu rdS i^ ifms. But I 
claim evxofiat Se rdS i^ e/id^y answering to yfrafifilas 
a/caray Trapr)v\vr]a€v . • . This ends all difficulty. 

2?. 972 Vulg. fwXa ydp tol tSls iroXkas. For metre's sake 
I desire fwXa yap ovv to reXeas. 

V. 974. I propose to fill the hiatus, voaos ydp [,d(pap^ 

y€LT(OV. 

V. 975. Unless we lessen the antistrophe by an Iambic Penthe- 
mimeter (which then cuts the strophe unmanageably short), we 
have here a hiatus which I fill by conjecture as follows : koll 
iroTfios €v6vTrop£v dv8po9 [.ipiKreavovs] I erraiae [pav^ 
ehl oi^avTOV eppua. 
V. 978 Vulg. kcu to fieu. I want, kol tI fiep .... oKucp (?) 
V. 990. To the question, ^' Who can recall the dead to life ? " 
one might reply, " No one : the very effort is impious." After 
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this might be added : " Nor (else) would Jupiter have removed 
from Earth the physician who understood how to recall them." 
But to omit the obvious reply, and substitute the last words for 
it, is far too elliptical and quite unnatural. To insert even a few 
words after eTraeiScop, the strophe forbids. I infer that ovSe is 
unsound. Again, ovSe (interpreted as above) entails the neces- 
sity of inserting ap. What then may we set in the place of 
ovSe ? I try ovxi top opOoSafj .... Zev^ adr eiravaiv y 
kir evXafielay transposing only final ye of the old text. 
"Who can by chantings restore the dead to life? Did not 
Jupiter on the contrary in sage caution quell him who had the 
right art ? " 

V. 994. fioipa fioipap. No interpretation seems worth listen- 
ing to. I propose fwcp* afwcpd fi, 

V. 1080. opeyofieua is well changed to opey/xara, though 
Scholefield resists. 

V. 1085. fieXayKepcoj/ is ridiculous. It surely ought to be 
fieXayKpoKq), agreeing with /nj^ai/T^fiaTL, a word which means 
the fatal garment. As for ii/ TrewXoiaiy it interpreted /irp(a- 
VTjpjaTi and pushed out ifiTrXoucepTa. 

V, 1133. u€oyuo9 avOpayircov /xadoc is evidently wrong. 
Paley excellently changes dj/0pco7ra)P to aj/ ckott&v. 

V. 1143. e/G) Se Oepjjuovovs Td\ ev ireSi^ jQoAtS. In the 
whole play is no line more difficult than this; because, while 
something is certainly wrong, we cannot be sure which part 
is wrong. Opposite hypotheses are plausible. Therefore I do 
not pretend to advance more than one possibility out of many, 
when I detail what most commended itself to me out of 
several trials. 

For experiment I changed 6epixovovaTa\ into repfi avo" 
aroPy a phrase which might mean death, ''a goal whence is 
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DO return." It at once occurred to me that this gave a sharper 
reason for the comment of the Chorus repfia ^ aiir)y^av&^ 
" your word rep/jLa puzzles me." 

I think it admissible as hypothesis that €P TreSco jSoXcS is 
a metaphor from casting dice; then with rep/i avoarov (a 
phrase purposely oracular) the line would mean, "and I shall 
cast the venture (or throw the ballot) of death." 

V. 1145. KUKoippoveiv Tldrjac was altered, for the worse, 
I think, by Schutz, to Kouco(f)poi/6ii/. When tiOtj/u or ktl^g) 
is used with an infinitive to supply a causative verb, the sense 
of the auxiliary is slightly altered (as in English), and a mo- 
mentary misunderstanding may ensue, if it be parted from its 
infinitive. [On this ground I have objected to KTiaaL in Suppl. 
627.] KaKocjypoj/elv TiOrjcri is natural, but TlOrjat with three 
important words before we reach its infinitive /leXi^eLP is not 
natural nor pleasing. Further, Blomfield thinks vTrep/Saprj^ 
for V7r€ppapv9 doubtful Greek. If we leave KaKO(f)pou€LP, we 
can write imepfiapvs re, a connecting particle being wanted. 
But I also wish for fieXi^cL, that is, the spirit sings through 
Cassandra. 

e?. 1187. \ki^y)pLiois* Dindorf seems to scorn Butler's ex- 
cellent correction €0i;/ij//oty, adopted by Blomfield. 

V. 1303. daKTvXodetKToip is evidently wrong; "No one 
forbids entrance into a distinguished house." In modem pro- 
nunciation &p and oj/ are identical, yet Scholefield obstinately 
retains (Sj/, and in laying the translation before us, does not 
see, that while proving the grammar good, he makes the poet 
absurd. Stranger still, Dindorf in his third edition goes back 
to -(Sj/. 

V. 1311. ay^^ eTTLKpai/eL This is improved by Blomfield 
into arav re Kpavel. Better still seems avTeiriKpalveL^ where 
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the present tense, following the future a7ror/(rc4,may have given 
offence to copyists, wrongly. 

V, 1312. rtV ap ev^ouro. Canter observed that ovk is wanted 
after tl9 auj and Blomfield inserted it. Why Porson and Schole- 
field should prefer odu and Dindorf wore, is a mystery, when 
good sense requires a negative particle. 

V. 1327. /leXKova-Tjs /cXeW. To improve this text, rrj^ 
fieWov^ /cAcoy {the glory of delay) is presented to us ! I rather 
believe in fieX\ov(rrj9 Seby, the hesitation of (the queen) who is 
about (to perform the deed). 

V. 1380. The change from pvaas to pvTas is perhaps for the 
worse. The Greek sea did not flow : its movements were from 
wind. Flowing, as its epithet, cannot be justified by the poet's 
contrast of running to stagnant water. Wrinkled is a very fit 
poetical epithet. 

But Blomfield says : pvaSis, being a Spondee, is unmetrical, 
No doubt the penultima of a dochmee is normally short ; yet in 
our poet I remember irapaXiav '^ol/jl/jlop : injaTia-LP ouKelous : 
airoKoira Kparos: fiapvBiKos ttolvol: avoai(ov apdp&v, 
Blomf. has deprived me of iu iuvSpcp revx^h 1097, by chang- 
ing it to KVT€L. In Eur. Orest. 322 6pe)(6el9 eppets has for 
response — (tlp ip KVfwxnv. But in Euripides there are many 
such dochmees. 

In short, pvaas cannot be called unmetrical, and in sense it 
is better than pvras. 

V. 1409. ''I have no hope (i.e. expectation) of treading the 
Hall of Fear." We may presume that the poet intends to put 
bombast into the queen's mouth : yet I cannot shake off the belief 
that her own Hall is meant. To discard iXirh seems impossible 
(see Sep. Theb. 362), strange as it is here, side by side with 
if>6^os. Still, the text: ov aw ^ofitp fioc /leXadpov eXirh 
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^ixTrareiv^ seems a not impossible original. It is grandiose 
enough, with ^6^09 personified, as in Choeph. 29 ; and if by 
any accident avp were lost, the Vulgate would be patched up 
{ov fiot ^o^ov) to mend metre and syntax. 

V, 1418. lcrT0TpL^r)9. Pauw, Porson, Schutz, give us iao- 
TpL^Tjy, which Blomfield prefers and Dindorf adopts. Schole- 
field does not appear to see the sting in Cassandra's roughing it 
on the sailor's bench equally with Agamemnon^ 

V. 1422. The double genitive cannot be right, but we cannot 
try to correct, until we fix the nomin. to kmjyayevy which I 
think must be Agamemnon, though the transition is abrupt. 
Then rrj^ e/ifj^ ought to be tt^j/S* €/x^y, making the nomin, 
clear. For ^(XlStj^ Blomfield preferred X^^^V* ^^^ ^^^ ^^^ 
adopt it, perhaps from the same uncertainty, which I feel, as 
to the dative here. The nominative participle xXlSoop is to me 
far more natural. It may have been mistaken for a genitive 
plural^ and hence came y\ihr\9. 

V, 1423. The arrangement of this splendid dirge is complex, 
like those in the Choephori. Blomfield did not understand the 
order: Scholefield (Choeph. 770) ignorantly scofls at the efibrt 
to perfect the stanzas of that ode. Even Dindorf here imagines 
a hiatus in strophe fi after pvu 8€ reXeiav^ where the sentence 
is complete and clear. He merely damages it in the desire to 
reconcile it with the antistrophe. But yjrvxv^ being supplied 
with reXelap (from \jrv)(p^9 in the preceding line), the syntax 
and sense are perfect ; no hiatus is admissible : pvu Se reXeiav 
{y^vyjrjv) airqvOlo'Gy 81 aifi awirrov^ i.e. IphigenioHs blood. 
Then for rj tls I claim rj Tt9 in a new sentence, and all is right. 
Only for metrical reasons I preferred TroXvvfiuaTOu before in- 
quiring about the antistrophe, which according to Dindorf's 
scheme is at 1515-1527; but it has six superfluous anapaestic 

6 
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lines 1519-1524. rls 6 dd^ra>p viv-^eiriKpavai. These, I 
contend, ought to be transposed to 1482 and accounted a 
Mesode. Then we have the following arrangement afiyay, \ 
8. Mesode. ^» \ e ^e ^ , This cannot be by accident, yet in 
the Choeph. the which responds to j8 would be as far from the 
end as /3 from the beginning. 

But I try to reconcile with j8 otherwise than does Dindorf. 
In place of his large hiatus, I see only a very small one. 
In /3. vvv 8e reXeiav TroXvvfipaTov a7rr]v\6La(o^ 

2. OL aifl aULTTTOU. 
. ^ Tt9 rfV TOT €P 00fl0t9 

4, €pL9 kplbjJuoLTo^j av8pos ol^V9. 

Kext, 0, TL9 8* iTTLTVflfiLOS .... olpOP .... 

2. cV* dp8pl 0€i(py 

3. (Tvv 8aKpvaiv laTrrtoj/,* [laXificov] 

4. aXrjdeia 0/}62/(3j/ Trovrjaei ; 

The defects are in the first line of jO'. To recover the actual 
words of the poet, where there are many possibilities, we cannot 
hope : but something like the following will do : 

. TL9 S iTTL Tvjxficp \XvirapS>9] cuvov laTrafiPpva-as] — 
gushing forth praise oilily. 

Only two words seem to be deficient. 

The lines 1519—1524 are not out of place as a Mesode; yet 
where they now stand, they less delay the sharp response 1482, 
toy fi€j/ avainos el av. i 

V. 1446. Hermann and Dindorf have improved the metre and 
damaged the syntax by inserting re after KpaToy, The unsound- 
ness to me is in the epithet Icro^uxoj', which can be explained, 
but is disagreeably enigmatic, ^ivoy^v^ov would cure both 
faults. 

* Three Cfhoriambs and an lamh. ' Or laXefiwv i.e. IrjXefil^wv. 
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V. 1452. Fop Tpiirayyiov Blomf. wishes TpuiraXcuov. The 
X and X of modern Greek differ so slightly, that I wonder at any 
one hesitating to accept TpLwaXouou, 

V. 1457. r) fieyai/ oXkols rotaSe. I ill endure the spondee 
otKOLS. I think it ought to be at /i a at, alluding to the words 
just spoken. Some copyist did not understand at/iacrL, therefore 
read it into dcofiao'c. Another, to aid the metre, made it oikols. 

V. 1473. I think it certain that fieXefiuop^ like ^eXo^, can 
only be a missile, and cannot be applied to a dagger. JJaXdfir} 
is a word which (like German krqft) unites skill and force 
as we see in 7raXafn}y art, and 7raXa/ij/€L09, a murderer. 
JJaXafiTjfia is used for fir/^dmi/ia, and with our poet a/x0/- 
TOjxov fiTi^dpTj/xa might be a dagger, a borvie-knife, I con- 
jecture that he here used TrdXa/ipop for TraXd/iTjfia. It was 
not understood, and was corrupted into fieXefiuou. 

V. 1476. The queen denies that she was the murderer; not 
that she was wife of Agamemnon. Therefore words are lost, 
such as : aXoyov \Tovh oXiT^ipav\ The hiatus is not after 
€7nX€x07J9 : " do not impute that I, Agamemnon's wife, am his 
destroyer." Perhaps also after direTLO'ev a dipodia is lost, as 
Butler and Blomfield judged : {^ovlcuo'l 5//caty] will do. 

V. 1488. fiiXas A/OT/y, toTTOt 8e koll 

irpofiaLvcov waxya 
Kovpofiopcp jTrape^eu 

This is the only sentence in this long Choral piece, where neither 
is syntax satisfied nor sense beyond doubt. I suppose the poet 
meant : " Mars, in his further course, will equal the horrors of 
the Thyestean dinner." Luckily for us, the metre is indis- 
putably correct, as the strophe 1463-5 testifies. 

IIap€^€L cannot be maintained without a fit accusative. I 
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cannot accept Scholefield*s irape^ei ScKai/y which would mean 
" hold open a tribunal." I propose TraTOL^et. — a small change. 
For the Pyrrhic fieXas I prefer roAay to fteXeoy. Ottol 
Se Kou is approved by no one. I dare not touch irpofialvcov 
nor irayya Kovpofiopcp, but I suggest 

TaXa9 Ap7j9 OTradoSy ol — 

" Mars, sad pursuer, forces his way through streams of kinsmen's 
blood, — whereunto advancing, he will smite with Thyestean 
horror." 

The unnatural slaughter of the queen by her son seems in- 
tended by this reference to the beiirva Qvearov. 

vv. 1499-1605. Seidler counselled to cut away the first two 
lines ; Dindorf places them in brackets. Porson and Hermann 
approve of ^ TroXvKXavTrj ; Dindorf follows them, moreover 
writes I^eyej/e/ai; long in last syllable. All this seems to me 
wrong, and Elmsley to be right in accounting the name 
Iphigenia an interpretation. Omit it, and you do not need 
to change avd^ia^ with Hermann and Dindorf, to a^ia^ but 
TTjv iroXvKXavTOv audita Spda-as brings all right, even the 
right number of Anapaestic lines. 

V. 1531. The syntax and the argument are so complete, as to 
suggest a doubt whether there is a real loss of two lines. We 
find the queen's speech here shorter by two lines than its 
apparent response at 1556 ; but if the Anapaests were not sung 
to music, perhaps we ought not to assume that they must be 
strictly of the same length. This remark equally applies to 
the assumption that a dipodia is lost in v. 1480. 

V. 1540. The old xpovc^ is so good, that I see no adequate 
cause for Dindorf 's change to 6p6vc^, 
V. 1614. Scholefield's stubbornness in defending irqaas is 
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almost instructive. He will rather accept any absurdity for 
which he can patch up a plea, than admit error in the copyist. 
Yet I think iraiaas is a fairer correction than the irraia'as 
of Porson, Blomfield, and Dindorf. ''Do not kick, lest in 
striking you suffer for it," is better than " lest you stumble 
and suffer." 

V, 1615. ^(T0V9 TjKOVTas (which Scholefield defends unin- 
telligibly and Dindorf leaves in the text) seems to me inde- 
fensible. I learn from Blomfield that tov8^ i7#coj/roy (which 
he adopts) proceeds from "Auratus" and Stanley, and was 
approved by Heath, Porson, and Schutz. It leaves no sus- 
picion that a line is here lost, which alone could account for 

T0V9 tJkOVTW. 

V. 1622. The very unnatural emphasis here thrown upon a^eL 
convinces me that this word is unsound. I expect €)(j9€L in 
contrast to ^apa. With Blomfield I feel that e^opivas ought 
to have an accusative expressed. Nothing is better here than 
his rfiriovs for rjirioc^. j^gisthus accounts himself and his 
partner gentle. 

V. 1630. ovrc ixq aeipacpopou. The /irj seems not right. 
Pauw, Porson, Blomfield, and Dindorf, have ovtl fioLj as if 
aeipaipopov virtually meant obedient : then they have to 
supply by conjecture a noun for ^apeious. But rj a'eipa(l>o^ 
p09 means the outer trace: therefore aecpaif^opoL^ was pro- 
bably the original. iEgisthus says : '* with heavier traces, let 
me warn you, than those of leather." Perhaps the poet wrote : 
OVTL firjv aeLpa(f>6pOL9* 

In the last speech of Glytemnestra I wonder that Dindorf 
neglects some small but much needed changes which are made 
by Blomfield. 
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OHOEPHORI. 

Numbers from BlomfieWs edttim. 

Not one of the extant dramas has come down in worse plight 
than the Ohoephori, especially as to the Choral Odes. I under- 
stand that only a single MS. survived. From Blomfield's 
Preface I do not gather that he, any more than I, ever saw the 
MS., though its title-page professes him adfdem manuscrvptorum 
emendasse. So many passages are corrupt, according to the old 
editions, that no chance of amending is left, except by conjecture 
as bold as the case may exact. 

V. 29. TOpos yap ^ofios opOoOpi^. In the strophe we have 
an Iambic dimeter. Blomfield prints bpOoOpi^ ^6fio9, which 
Hermann disapproved. I rather suggest Topo9 ^ojSoy ya/9 
opOodpi^j and even incline to press for To/ocSy. 

V. 32. (f>ofi(p. ^ofios is personified and painted out power- 
fully. At midnight he wakes men up with a terrible cry con- 
cerning — what ? If the description were read out and the reader 
paused, every hearer would make sure that the word Murder 
was coming. The poet can only have written (f>02/ov. Bothe 
proposed (f)6p(p. To me ^ojSoy irepl ojQ^ is trash, however 
you interpret it. 

V. 47. KaXwrrova-L in old editions is right. Blomfield wrote 
KaXvirTOvaLPj having a wrong text in Antistrophe. 

V. 58 Yulg. xpopL^op revyr) Aid., Kpovi^ov r axO ^^^* 
I make no doubt that ^ovi^ovras ayrj is true. The verb 
fipveiVj quite superfluous here, was in place in v. 63 from which 
Blomfield has ejected it. 

V. 59. Blomfield retains oKpavros^ but oKparos probably 
now prevails. 
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w. 60-77. Blomfield does not deny that "vestiges of anti- 
strophics remain." They could not remain, unless the poet had 
written the lines with that purpose. It is the duty of his editor 
to try to restore the stanzas as the poet wrote them, 

vv. 60-63 and 64-67. These lines are variously corrupt ; but 
in our effort to correct them wayward fancy is bridled by the 
demand of antistrophics. To be guided hereby is the part of 
caution, not of rashness. 

In this third strophe the last line alone needs comment. I 
cannot consent to drop fipvetv from the end. HapapKcra^ is 
the fit epithet of a remedy, not of a disease. Provisionally, I 
beg to write irayKaprepas. 

V, 69. I would not change oiyovTL^ merely because evvrjs 
Oiyelv is current ; yet I prefer OcyopTt as easier in syntax and 
better in tense. Also ovti . . . cwcoy is so good per se, that it 
ought not to be altered to ovre. But at iropoi begins our 
struggle. 

V. 65. iropoL re iravT^s^ e/c jJLias 68ov fiaLvovres^ rov 
yepopvari <f>6vov Kajdaipovre^j iovaap avrjv* The first 
correction /mTr/v for drTju is universally approved. " All the 
streams, uniting in one rush, to cleanse murder, would wash 
in vain." But iropos may mean a path; as in Iphig. A. 144 ; 
and here is nothing to show that v, 65 does not mean " all the 
paths from a single road." ^aivovreSj stepping, still conveys 
no liquid idea. At least we need bfiov fiaivovTes. Rather 
than €K jJLias 68ov we need cly epa tottov. For " at a single 
rush " the poet would have said c^ op/irj^ pnas. Surely b8ov 
ought to be 6/iov, and from the strophe we discover that an 
Iamb is missing; for, ')(€pofiV(rYJ must answer to 8Laxf)ep€L; 
though Tov before xepo/ivarj is superfluous. If we try 
€#c [irriyfj^] fitdsy the thought is strange, "All streams from 
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a single fouDtain ;" indeed the word singlb is illogical. Bather : 
" All streams from all the earth." This makes me conjecture 
that the poet wrote iropot re iravTes eK TrayKVfila^, invent- 
ing a word akin to TpLKVfita and equivalent to the Ocean. 
"When this was written 7rdy')(y fita^j irayyy was soon omitted 
as absurd, and o[iov corrupted to ohov. "Can all great 
Neptune^s Ocean wash this blood, etc." For iovcrav or iova 
aj/, I propose KXvcreiev av^ which is not too long for the 
strophe, if we retain fipveii/; and no good reason appears for 
ejecting it. [Only I want irayK a prepay j both for sense and 
metre, instead of TrapapKera^.} 

Antistrophics are so far perfect. 

In vv. 68-72 and 73-77 no two lines at first agree. But 
avayKav with TrpocrrjpeyKap instantly suggests wandering of 
the copyist's eye, and makes the correction Trpoorrjylrap for 
irpocrqveyKav to me plausible. After this, we find metrical 
agreement between 

6eo\ Trpocrrjyfrap' eK yap olkoov ) 

and TTLKpov (f>pev&v crrvyos KpaTovcrtj ) 

By merely changing 81 in v. 75 into vvv, we next find 
harmony in 

irarpcpcoj/ SovXtoi/ ^fi ecrdyop oucrav 
and daKpvco vvv v(j> elfmrcov pjOLTalois. 

Thus far only two verses out of five correspond. How shall 
we deal with 

SiKata Kou fiTj SUaLa, \ irpeirovT apneas fitov 

while the antistrophe shows continuous trochees ? 

First, I reply, independently of metre, we need, /or good sense, 
fJLTj before TrpeTroirra. 

* Dindorf added /a' as needful for the sense. 
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Then [fir/'] TrpeirovT apneas piov^ metrically agrees 
with TrevOecrtv 7ra)(yovfi€P7/. 

Not but that one may claim something to restrict fitov to 
"my life"; for which reason (and not to make antistrophics) I 
wish for 

fiTj TrpeirovT apyaicri fiov, "unsuitable to my original con- 
dition, my birth and early days." 

We next see that in 71 a finite verb is lacking. There is no 

syntax, unless we add Set or ')(pri before SiKata. This suggests 

the possibility, that accident tore off a bit of some original MS. 

destroying Set from the beginning of t?. 71 and fi^ from the 

beginning of v. 72. If ^. 71 be thus mended, we have to 
compare : 

[Sec] SiKaLa kol fir) StKoua 

with becnrorav Tv^atSj Kpv(f>aLOL^, 

These are reconciled by the mere omission of kol in the former. 
This KOL would in prose be desirable or necessary ; but by no 
means in poetry. The omission here even adds to energy. 
Therefore we seem to have reconciled four verses out of the 
five, by changes, some much improving the sense, the others 
very slight. If the poet had not intended antistrophics, changes 
so small could not reconcile four continuous lines to four other 
continuous lines. This is not mathematical demonstration, but 
it is good logic with us now. I infer that the Jirst line also of 
the five ouffht in each system to respond, and if a little violence 
be needed, it is justified. 

They stand thus : ifiol 5' avayKav yap afi(f>i7rToXLi/ — 

and pia ^epofievcov oupeaou-^ 

But the seme of the latter is far from satisfactory. Blomfield 
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interprets (fyepofiepcop "rushing" and quotes Herodotus viii. 
210 eireTreaop (fyepofiepot^ but this ill reconciles me to ali/ecrou 
SiKoua Kou fJLT) SiKata ^epofievcov jSto, '' to praise the deeds 
just and unjust of men carried by violence." Indeed ^la would 
mean other people^s violence. Mere metre suggested to me 
^iata (f>vp(Ofi€i/(oi/ "violenta molientium," and diction (in- 
dependent of metre) is on that side. Copyists would be prone 
to adopt (l>€pop.ev(ov. Aldus had fiiai. 

This concludes my effort to justify w. 60 to 77 as antistrophic. 

V. 118. Blomfield accepts mentally Hermann's sagacious 
transposition of v. 159 to this place, but is too timid to add it 
even in brackets to the text. Hermann's supplemental word 
oLKOvcrop is in Dindorf improved into aprj^ov. 

w. 146-167. This short song of 12 lines, as is acknowledged 
even by Blomfield, was written by the poet to respond, six and 
six. The first line of the antistrophe, consisting of interjections, 
gives us too little restraint. Primd/acie, Blomfield rightly has 
OTOTOTOL OTOTOTOL I©— that is, nine short syllables and one 
long ; which I interpret as Trochaic dimeter catalectic. In the 
strophe, tere SaKpv Kai/a)(€9 oXofievov has twelve short 
syllables; that is, one syllable too much. Moreover, oAo- 
fiei/oi/ is a very harsh epithet of a tear. Sense and metre alike 
drive me to desire oXoov. *OXofi€P(p SeairoTa for a double 
Cretic has not accurate response in r/9 Sopvcrdei/rjs airqp. 
I cannot transpose as freely as Blomfield, who writes avoiXvTrjp 
TL9 Sofjuov. Which line is to be altered, is uncertain. One 
method is, to replace the Epic bopvaOevqs (quoted only from 
the Homeric Hymn to Mars, v. 3) by the Tragic Sopvcrcrov^. 
—I incline to this rather than to insert after oXofievcp the con- 
venient ye, which every copyist was likely to retain. Yet 
I see a fair argument in Saxpv oXoov — 6Xofi4vcp ye. To 



CHOEPHOEI. 91 

interpret Kapa)(€9 tinkling makes it too playful ; but plashing 
is consistent with Epic exaggeration. 

V. 148. The sense^ and I suppose metre too, justifies Blomfield 
and others in placing Ke8vS>v before KaKcov^ but I do not 
acquiesce in oiyos for aXyos. For, how does the tomb avert 
the pollution of guilt? For milder grammar aTroTpeirov, 
governing an accusative, seems better than aTrorpoirov* 
* Airevyerov i& not a natural epithet of aXyoy, and the Homeric 
aa\eTov irevOos may perhaps here guide us to the fit Iambic 
line 

airorpeirov aXyo9 aa^erov. 

V. 151. crefiacreo^ 8icnroT , is the old text. Blomfield omits 
the 0) of crefiacTG), Dindorf transposes it. SejSas* for co cre^ 
fiacrre is unnatural; no copyist would invent the order crefias co, 
nor would mere ai^as have generated crefidcreo. A neuter 
adjective plural, such as oreyam, (TKOTLa, y^iOvpa seems 
to me needed. No accepted adjective fulfils all conditions. At 
last I am driven to the theory of an epithet (refidcrLO^, reverent, 
reverential, the correlative of crefiacrro^ reverend. If our poet 
coined the word, it would almost certainly be corrupted ; more- 
over (r€fia(ra) is near in aspect to ae^dcna* ^ifiaxris venera- 
tion is in the lexicons. 

V. 154. ^KvOrfs [of the old text] and Aprj^, separated by two 
lines, need two different verbs ; but the text does not give even 
one. Ej/ €py(p without pdXH^* sounds to me as military slang ; 
but with hardly change of a letter, we can write evepyoi, and 
thus obtain a verb in the Optative, which is wanted by the Nomi- 
native Ap7/9. Again, ^kvOtjs is the Scythian steel personified 
(in which the Chorus is purposely obscure as an oracle), so that 
ain]p is worse than superfluous. For dvrjp I suggest av rJKoi. 
This gives the verb needed with ^Kv6r)9, and fills up the needed 
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measure of a Dimeter Iambic ; also supplies the particle av^ 
desired with r/y, especially to express a wish. 

«?. 165. ra r eV yjEpoiv TraXlvTOva. IlaXipToi/09 is a fit 
epithet not of an arrow, but of a bow, which, when unstrung, 
snaps back with reversed curvature. Therefore I want €K Kepoiv 
TrakivTovotv. Two horns of a goat made such a bow. Better 
also is Tis €K then rd r €K, because the ^kvOtj^ and the 
Ap7}9 are separate. Who approves TraXivTova cj/— -without 
elision ? That fiiXr] {missiles) can be accepted in the last line, 
astonishes me : ayebta avTOKoma positively demand ^l(f>rij as 
the Scholiast was aware. Further, I think Musgrave right in 
proposing eirtaXXcop for eirnraXkcov. YiaXkcov To^a ''vibrat- 
ing a bow " can be used, as well as ttoXXcop reKva, *' dandling 
children," Eur. Hec. 1168. But as applied to missiles, TrdXkeo 
means to poise and vibrate, as a javelin, but does not suit the 
shooting of an arrow. [In Torqueo and Throw the action of 
Sling and Bow seem to be confounded.] 

On the whole then I propose : 

or/).] 1. tere SaKpv Kavayes oXoov 

2. oXofievco becnroTor 

3. irpos epvfia ToSe Ke8vS)Vj KaK&v 

4. cLTrorpeTrop aXyo9 aicr\eTOv^ 

5. Ke^vfievcov ^oav KXu€ fie /tot, KXve ere" 

6. fidcriay SecrwoTy k^ djjuavpas ^pevos* 

aVTlOT.^ 1. OTOTOTol OTOTOTOL 1(0. 

2. r/y 8opva(rov9 av rj^ 

3. KOL dvaXvTqp Sojjxop ^KvOrj^i 

4. TL9 €K Kepoiv TTaXiVTOVOLV 

5. kvepyol fieXr] eVtaXAcoj/ Aprj^j 

6. (T^eSid T avTOKcyira vtofmv ^i(l>rj; 
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V. 264. KeXeveoi/ rovSe klvSvvov irepap. After this line 
perhaps we ought to add from 279 what is there out of place. 
With very small change we may here write 

opSp T€ Xafiirpov^ ev crKOT<o voofjuSiv otppWy 
Ka^opdid^(OP. 

Te after opoij/ will then mean botk, and have for response the 
icai, and, of Ka^opdid^(OP. 

vv. 310-313. To end the question at 312 seems to give better 
sense: then we have only to write ovpicras cr for ovpicras. 
Then 312 says: "Light is mingled with darkness and wailing 
is accounted an honor." Blomfield changed KeKXr/Tat (from 
KaXeco) to KeKXyvr av (from KXeo), celebro) ; for the worse, 
I think. Blomfield's defence of laofiotpo^ from Epic IcroOeos 
fails. la-oTLfJLOtpo^ of "Aid. Rob. Medic. Qwelf." [Blomf.] 
gives ground for Dindorf 's di/rifioLpo^. 

V. 344. For ai&va Hermann writes oio), so too Dindorf. In 
343 rc[(rc3j/] for re aids both metre, and the antistrophe 361, 
where syntax and sense require the accusative rov^ Kravovra^. 
Thus in response : 

TeKvcov T€ [crciv] KcXevdoLS 

eiricTTpeTrTOv (ua> 
KTLcrcraSy iroXv^cocrrov av €lx€9 

irapo9 fie, rovs KTavovra^ 

VLV ovTco SafiTjpaty 
[k avTcii/] 9avaTq(j>6pov oucrav 

By the omission of the emphatic Kavrcov et ipsorum the aicrav 
seemed to be Agamemnon's, and with ol KTavovres all became 
confusion. 

Electra at 7rapo9 5e, drops the syntax of Orestes, in which 
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el yap means utinamf and changes from addressing Aga- 
memnon directly, into allusion to him by pip. Thus, to continue 
the idea of el yap, we have to supply " I msk " before tov9 
KTapopras. 

V, 368. oSvpaaat yap was altered by Person to oSvpa yap. 
Dindorf has bvpacrai yap^ which to me is exactly wrong, and 
Ov Svpaaat yap, right. 

"With «?.379 diflBiculties commence : roKevat Soficp (rreXeLTat 
Rob. The Scholiast has to ofiotop Trarpi fiov (f>vXd)(j9rij 
which shows that he had roKevcrt 5* 6fi6i9 TeXeLTat (Blomf. 
ofJLCos). Thus TOKevai with the Schol. meant Agamemnon, 
yet Clytemnestra is to have the arap. My belief is that 
reXeiraL ought to be reXet crv. The remaining obscurity and 
abruptness may have been designed by the poet. Electra prays 
against ''parents," avoiding to say "my mother." After x^^'Ph 
there is a hesitation of thought, and an abrupt continuation, 
" Tea, and parents though they be [against whom I pray, i.e. 
my own mother] still opxos do thou accomplish it." 

V. 384. All see (f>p€P09 Oelop to be wrong, Hermann's olop 
for Oeiop is good, as soon as the sentence is so lightened that the 
mind can join olop to (rrvyo^. For (f>p€P09 I think we must 
write (j>pea\p and join it with KevOoo. Seidler's (l)p€pl ; dvop 
is specious and good, but a little more abrupt. [I poise between 
(f>pecr\pj OLOP and 0/>ej^/; dvop.^ I account Spifivs^ KapSlas 
6vpx)9 to be prosaic interpretation of Ktjpo^ eyKOTOP crTvyo9. 

Here ar/Tat is past passive. 

TL yap I K€vd(o (f>p€crlpy olop efiiras 
TTordraLy irapotOep re irpcopa^ ar/rat 
[KTjpo^] e/KOTOv arvyo^i 

Kijpoy may have been pushed out by the interpretation. After 
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I had thus simplified the strophe, the decipherment of the 
antistrophe became obvious without the hiatus imagined by 
editors. 

2?. 391. Triara yevoiTO X^/'?- Too abrupt and too feeble to 
be correct. y^vecrOcu is absurdly pushed into the text in four 
other places under my hand. Orestes speaks in veiled language. 
He does not dare to say, "Jupiter will put forth his mighty 
hand to cut off iEgisthus and install MB in power," but in semi- 
republican tone, he looks "for faithful guardians," TTfora, as 
in the opening of the Persae. So ap')(as re TroXLaaoi/ofiov^^ 
851. In 391 Jove ought still to be nominative, and TrioTa, like 
Kapava^ accusative. Therefore for yevovro I propose 6^ eXotro 
{will choose or elect). "One day or other, Jupiter will (or 
must) cut off" (alas/ alas! remembering his mother) "those 
who are now at the head, and elect faithful guardians." l^apava 
is so nakedly placed, that at first sight it is very open to sus- 
picion, ^a vvv Kapava might occur to one; but 061; (j>ev 
answers to Zeu, ZeO in the strophe, which is hardly accidental, 
and we may believe that the poet intended to cast obscurity over 
the prognostics of Orestes. In 390 Blomfield accounts 8at^a9 
a Molossus, which is to me unplausible, nor is the metre in 
keeping with the context. His object is, to reconcile it with 
the strophe ""^"^ ^ g^t whsit is this metre ? It reminds 
me of Persius* prologue, aKa^cov, with final spondee instead of 
Iamb. Is KaTODff for KorcoOev inadmissible? The rhythm of 
ZcO, ZeO, KaT(off avairiinrcov seems more in harmony here. 

V, 393. I suppose that all now approve of the bold change, 
Va for Ta^ and re TLfiai for T^Tipievai. 

V. 396. Instead of changing Xoiyov Epii/i/V9 of the old ed., 
I prefer Blomf.'s alternative ("cum Bigot") of kTrayovcnVy 
which indeed glances at Orestes's future. [As for Kpipi/V9, 



/ 
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Ylapj/aaao^j the Latins seem to have heard ordinarily nn 
and ss,} 

V. 400. I believe that (l)d€ifi€i/(oi/ of Aldus, and reKOfievcov 
V. 413 (antistr.) ought both to be omitted, strange as it inay 
appear whence they came. I imagine it thus : y eT&v was 
Jirst corrupted into ye t&v, next reKOfievcop was added to make 
sense ; after this, ^he line was supposed to be a double dochmee : 
to make this out, iraOoLfiev was changed to iraOofiev. Then in 
strophe, to correspond^ XhecOe was made USere, and (f>9Lfiev(op 
was added by some one who supposed it to be a Cretic. Burney 
did not mend the matter by writing tcov (f)dtfi€V(op, He ought 
to have gone on to roil/ (f>dLrojj/, But dochmees in this isolated 
line would denote an excitement too sudden and short. The 
change from Were to WeaOe does not seem natural. 

I see no reason to doubt that v. 400 ought to be a Dimeter 
lambicus, iSeadey TroXvKpaTels apai, and in antistr. irddoL- 
fiev a)(€a 7rpo9 y eVcSj/, Orestes, as before, avoiding to name 
his mother distinctly. 

V. 406. Keap seems to require the neuter SvaeXin. 

V. 408. KXvovaa^ metri causd, I wish to omit ; moreover, 
because of KXiJovaap just before, one is glad to lose it. Then 
from eVaXicey dpapea Trearacrev &)(09 \ irpos to ipaiveaOai 
fioL KaX(09 (taking tot av for oTav from Blomf.), I write 
aravavTes for h\ iravTes \ and obtain ; 

oirXay^va Se fiOL KeXaivoV" 

Tat 7rpo9 cTToy TOT av avT 

eiraXdrj^ X^P^ P^^* oLTrecrTacrep aXyo9j 

Trpo9 T ecravev alKaX(09y or atfivXa)9. 

OP. Tt cravavTes TV)(otfi€P ap, Tonrep 

TTaOotfiev a)(€a irpos y creSj/; 
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TrapeoTL aaiveiv^ ra ^ ovtl deXyeraiy 
XvKOv yap ghtt a)iJL0(f)p(0Py 
axravT09 €K pxiTpo9 ecrri Ovpjbs^ 

^atveiv and AaavTos show that aavavres must be right, 
and eaavep in the previous line. 

If TOT av before aireoTTjaev is justifiable by irvp av ov 
waprjpy Philoct. v. 295 {ai/ = possibly), the passage seems now 
to be sound. [Choeph. 624, Porson, Schutz, Dindorf approve 
etKacrev aj/.] 

V. 453. ip8iK€09 iStKay] Herm. Is not [Atrarf better ? 

vv. 464-467. The key to this corrupt passage lies in 467, 
aKOfiapaipeiP of Aid. and Eobertelli, out of which some one 
made aicip* di/atpetp, against the metre of the strophe. Dindorf 
in 3rd ed. out of at (opuav aipeiv well made 8l G)/mv epiv. 
(In modem Greek aipeiv sounds as epiv,) We now need aifia- 
TTjpav, to agree with ^piv, not with Oe&v. Their vfivo9 ends 
with aifiaTTjpap. 

After this we see that tcop 8 cicay is the seat of error, and 
has superseded a word meaning misery, death, ruin. At once 
TOLcrS* a)(09 removes all difficulty, Blomfield renders efifio- 
TOP, inhaerens ; i.e. inveterate. 

We must punctuate after aXyo9 ; then proceed : 

^'ScofiaaLP efifioTOP 
TotcrS ayp9j ovk oltt a)0\.(op 
eKTodeVy dXX d(f> avT&Vj 
8l G)fiav epiv alfiaTTipdi/y — 
decip Tap Kara yds o8 vpvos- 

"l^ilipLOTOV for T^fi/JiOTOP elvai gives nearly the sense of 
ifipLeveiv. " This is the song of the infernal goddesses, (that) 
anguish (is) inveterate in this house, not from others outside, 

7 
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but from themselves by reason of cruel bloody strife." WLvat 
is understood. We need only ovk for ovS and d(f> out&p, 

not u0*. 

V. 602. TovSe rifn^cra^ fXoyop. Probably corrupted from 
Xoyop in next line ; but the correction pofiop does not please 
me. I propose yoop. 

V. 627. fdp8po9 oylmpop is scarcely credible, when o(l>io9 
oyjrapop or vvktos (or pvx^ov) oyfrai/op was meant. But I 
can believe that the poet wrote ov rot fiaraiov av roS oyfra- 
vov weXot^ — ap toS^ corrupted to au8po9. 

V. 549. S6Xa> fre kol. I would correct this obvious error 
by fioAotor^ Kou. 

vv. 677-692. The strophe is longer than the antistrophe by a 
Cretic* or Bacchic foot, but cannot afford to be shortened. It is 
easiest to suppose a word lost in the antistrophe ; an epithet of 
araicTL is most convenient. Areas [Travovpycdo'C] would bring 
equivalence, and in sense be good ; but so distinctive an epithet 
would be less likely to drop out, than [cuvcuo'iv] before draxariv 
through its sameness. 

For suitable metre avTai(ov must be a Crelic, as Iktollov 
Suppl. 384. (Of course AntSyos may be a dactyl as easily as 
AntSros or Antugos.) A copyist, not understanding this, has 
obtruded iravroXfiovSt unendurable after virlpToXfiov^ besides 
rXrjfjiOPCDU. I claim here iravrpofiovs epcoras as mildest 
remedy. Blomfield wishes irXrjOovai for irXdOovaL. Of 
course I Our poet does not say irXaprfs : even Pindar, 
Pyth. iv. has TrXr)6ovT09^ and in the Tragedians TrXdOovcri 
means appropinquant. Dindorf ejects pXaxTTOVcrij and makes 
havock of syntax. BAaorcIa) in form is justified by fiXdoTTj' 
(TL9y and the sense {shoots up) is not wrong of meteors. If 
lightning was intended, wXTjcra-ovai is more forcible, but would 
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be disagreeable with TrXrjOovcrt. Blomfield well writes KapC" 
fioepT av (f>paa'aL9. Nearly all now seems to me right. No : 
it is hard to digest 

Seti/a SeLfJuarcop ayr) [or Blomfield's ayrf\. 

I must propose 8eiv iSea-fmrcoi/ o^^, dreadful and painful 
foods, i.e. poisonous plants. 

As to Blomfield's TroXXa Ka\ Seiva, it suffices to reply that 
the prose idiom was not always chosen by a poet. The same 
applies to his condemnation of tl9 Xeyoi ; 

As to the metre, a Trochaic tetrameter catal. is preceded, first 
by two Cretics; next by three Cretics; then by one Cretic; if 
avTauDv and Traprpo/iov^ be accepted. 

V. 614. cLKalpcos Se is certainly corrupt. I suggest 'A;(at- 
0L9 ye, to contrast Achaian homes with Barbarian, Pelasgian, 
Lemnian. Blomfield well suggests aTrevKTeov for airev^eTov. 
In apposition to this, I write crefidOTeoi/, for the old (rejSay 
TLcov^ which editors have changed to r/co. For eTrtKorcp (un- 
metrical and here illogical), I propose VTrepKOTcp, with sense as 
in Agam. 795 (or vTrepKoircp, if Blomf. will so have it). It 
seems to mean high-handed, successful, triumphant. These 
small changes give good sense, good structure, and good metre. 

CTrel 5' eTrefivrjcrafirfv afieiXl^cov Wrp. y. 
TTOvtoVj * Amatols ye SvacptXes yafir/'^ 
Xevfi wirevKTeov SofioL^^ 
ywaiKgfiovXov9 re fn^TiSa^ (f>p€Poip 
€7r di/Spl Tev^ecrcpopcpy 
eir avhpi 8yoL9 virepKorcp* a"€)8a(r- 
Teop S adepfiavTOv eariav Sofuop^ 
yvpouKeiav aroXjiov alxfiap. 

V. 622. Sr/TToOep as a particle seems at best very prosaic, and 
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yoarai elsewhere is not passive, but middle. May one see 
aTToOev (from afar) in brjiroOev^ VoaraL Se Stj awodeu 
KaTomTvaTOVj " It is wailed over from afar." 

f>. 632. Blomfield interprets to firj Oifiis to mean to olvoctlov 
and changes irapeK^avTes to the genitive -^avTOSj so as to 
yield " the guilt of a transgressor " ; next he renders TraTOv- 
fiepop as if it were TrarelTcu (scarcely endurable) ; lastly, he 
assents to the Scholiast, that "guilt is trodden under foot *^ 
means, "guilt is neglected, overlooked, and passes with im- 
punity," TjfiiXrjTai VTTO ttj^ Alkij^* This last interpretation 
is astounding; but I can see no other meaning In his words. 

To firj 0€fiL9 ifiiavav would mean, "They defiled that 
which it is not lawful (to defile) ; " so that in the words before us 
TO fiTf 0€fiL9 means to ayvoVy or to oaiop, as I think. I see 
no escape here from the belief that a verb in the 3rd pers. pi. is 
lost, which supports 7rap€KfidpT€9 and takes to firj 0€fiL9 as its 
accusative. The verb (oXeaap at once suggests itself. The 
particle ov before Xa^ ruins the sense, which requires (an equi- 
valent of) TO fiT) OifiLs yap (oXeaap, Xa^ TreSot ttutov^ 
pievov. No further change is wanted, whether for sense or for 
good metre : the next line, with TrapeKfiavTes, joins on naturally. 
But is not this too long for the antistrophe ? It is. But after 
the corrupt Sip/xae or Sopxwc (of which So/jlolo-l is made,) 
follows alpAT(ov abruptly. Something appears there to be lost. 
Is the sense perfect ? It leaves t^kvov somewhat vague : " Fate 
brings, over and above, a child into (the) house." This, we are 
to suppose, points to Orestes. Was not our poet more likely to 
say, "into the house of the father *'t I certainly wish for toIs 
iraTpoSj which exactly responds to mXecrav. 

I expect to be told that we must not tamper with antistrophe 
as well as strophe : else we open too wide a door. Well : if any 
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one grudge this additional Iamb or Cretic, let us try what comes 
of tightening up the antistrophe. Read Sofioicrtj )(al/mT(op — 
then how is the strophe to be dealt with ? To get room for the 
indispensable verb in 3rd pers. pi., you will have at least to 
sacrifice rreSot (no great loss), and probably yap. If you allow 
SofwiaLP 0L9 (suis), ^cuimrcov — you get " a child into his own 
house ; " certainly an improvement. Then, to get coXecrav in, 
you must undesirably transpose, and change yap to fie, viz. to 
/JL7) 0€/jLi9 Se Xa^ [coXecrav] iraTovfievoVj or with a verb in 
the present tense, to firj Oifits yap [,ajia\ovcrL] Xa^ iraTov^ 
fievoVj from ala\6(o for oilcr)(vv(o. This is rather less mild 
of treatment, and less satisfactory than coXecrap with [tol9 
iraTpos]. I do not see that this last at all outsteps the real 
exigency. 

V. 687. Is irapovcrav said aside to the audience in a double 
sense, as Glytaemnestra in the Agamemnon says eV BSipxi 
aeXTTTOP in double sense? We do not relieve the difficulty by 
putting the wail into the mouth of Glytaemnestra ; for she could 
not utter the sarcasm ^aK)(€ia9 koXtj^. Electra uses daring 
insult amid her pretended grief, to aid in blinding her mother. 
If irapovaav must be changed, I prefer irpoSovcrav to the 
Trap ov8ev which Blomf. accepts. 

V. 701. (miaOoirovs Se TOvSe. From v, 663 the queen 
would infer that Orestes had come without a companion. How 
can this plural be defended ? 

vv. 714-716. A very embarrassing little sentence. Qreat as 
is the tangle, a transposition in 715 will relieve it. 

i/vi/ yap aKfJua^et UeiOci SoXlap 
^Ooviov *^p/jLrji/ ^vyKaTafirji/aty 

after which Blomfield's interpretation of toi/ vv\lov as Orestes 

is natural. The ^vv implies two agents. 
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V. 722. fT0V9 ^evov9 KoXetp manifestly is wrong, and is so 
marked by Person. But why make difficulty about inserting 
the necessary €9 ? 

Aiytcrdop Tj Kparovcr [cy] tov9 ^evovs KoXeiv 
yields excellent sense, and has as good a Caesura as many other 
lines in our poet. 

p. 744. fin^ TL9* Elmsley explodes this nominative, and 
Blomfield bows to his authority. To eject all our poet's lonisms 
does not pay, yet 5A/f* eiTLs of the Oxford edition is satisfactory. 



Corrupt Chorus m. 771-824. 

Severe change is indispensable. 

V. 773. 80s Tv\as Tv\iuv 8e fiot. I propose TrXetu (to sail) 
for TV)(€LP. The metre of the antistr. is Cretic. For Se fiot 
I write fio/ioty. Kvpicos of the old books I refuse to change ; 
indeed the Schol. explains it )36j3atW. 

V. ^14i, Robert. Ta(r€o(l>poavP€V. Out of this I hammer 
Trai/croifxp aOevei : fiaiofievois I make into /juito/jieva a ^ the 
participle referring to [loi in the first line. v. 775. SiaSiKtwai 
I keep unchanged. On the whole I have 80s Tv\as irXelv 
Sofiois KvpL(09^ 7rav(r6(f>cp \ adei/ei fKUOfiepa a ISeiu 5ujc- 
SUaa-au There remains : Ylap eiros eXaKOv* oS ZeC, av 
viv (fyvXacraoLs* 

But what of the antistrophe ? In 773 I have made a line of 
four Cretics. Its response is injpArcoVj ip Spofi^ Trpocrrideh 
fierpov. Even before fixing the strophe as above, I had wished 
to correct iv into Kav and Trpoartdeh into TrpooTLOelrj^y in 
order to obtain a better sense. Heath, Musgrave, and Blomfield 
omit €1/, which is somewhat more of a liberty than changing 
€P to Koip : nor do I drop in the strophe Tv^as with Blomfield, 
nor change Kvpicos to Kvpiovs nor SLaSiKocrou to Sta Sucw* 



CHOEPHORI. 103 

But we must not decide by counting details. To obtain right 
and natural structure is the main pointy well-formed sentences 
and right emphasis. 

V. 784 old text, r/y av aco^ofievov pvOfiov tovt iSelv fia- 
TreSop avofievcop ^-qfiarcov opey/ia. This has no syntax, no 
clear sense ; but the last three words seem to be sound. They 
are right in metre, but for SaTreSop we need a dactyl, to corre- 
spond to Trdv erro^, and for tovt iSetv we need what will have 
the rhythm of dtadiKaaat. I conjecture iroTe huxBelv e/xTeSoPy 
as Hom. Iliad xiii. 141, says, dea efiTreSov. In Blomfield's note 
I read, '' aoo^Ofievov pvdfwv G. ad marginem Ask." Adopt- 
ing this genitive absolute, we have to make syntax out of tl9 
av StaOetp fi-qfiarcov opey/jui: where for rtV ap one might 
rather expect 809 oiv. The line absolutely demands bold 
remedies. Those who retain r/y av have to change ib^xv to 
?fioA, SoLTreSov to Sea ireSov with somewhat feebler sense, less 
accurate rhythm, and the necessity of altering bLabiKaa'cu for 
the worse. And why should tl9 av be sacred ? On the whole 
I propose 
809 odvy (Tco^ofievov \ pvdfWVy iroTe Siajdetv \ efiireSov 

dvofievcov I etc. 
where the metre seems to be of the Ohoriambic type : ttotc and 
avo each does duty for a long syllable. 

V, 793. TO Se KaX&9 KToifievov ought (I think) to be TOtvSe 
KoXoi^ KTafievoLv, and should end the third strophe. The 
Mesode should begin with co fieya . . . 

V. 794. The old text is ed 809 avtSeLV Sofiov av8pos. Here 
aviSelv is certainly wrong. It gives imperfect sense, and 
cannot coexist with iSetv in next clause. But there is no other 
word which we have a right to call corrupt. Treating this verb 
as the sole seat of error, I alight on avofirvelv as its only good 



104 COMMENTS ON ^SCHYLUS. 

substitute; with the sense, "Grant the house of the man to 
gain respite (or renewed breath)." After arofuov in a double 
Choriamb, I expect a consonant; and idiom suggests rather 
av Se when a God has been invoked. I prefer av Se 809 (or 
809 t) avairveiv to eS 809 avairvuv^ but I should hardly 
dare to strike 6^ out of the text. In the three lines which 
follow, the old text may possibly be sound, without Hermann's 
eK 8po(f)€pd9. 

V. 799. €7n(l>op(OTaT0S' is visibly and confessedly wrong. I 
write (f>0i)pLa>TaTO9. 

V. 802. KpvTTT acTKOTTOP — bad in sense and metre. I 
suggest Kpv^a fiev evcKOirov 5' eiros — as suited to €vcrK07ro9 
^Epfir]9. 

V. 803. vvKTa TTpo T ofifidrcov—hsLi in structure and metre. 
Eead vvKTCop irpovfipxtrcov — then it responds to XvaaaO 
olpxi 7rpoa^aroL9 SUaL^. Night is opposed to koO* rjpjepav. 
Critics vainly try to join pvKra aKorop re. 

V. 804. That Schutz rightly changed €fi(f)av€(rT€po9 to ifi- 
(f)av€aT€p0Pj I wonder that any can deny; but when after 
this line we place (taken from 801) TroXAa 5' aAAa ^avei, 
in response to roTvSe KoXoi^ Krafiivoiv^ it becomes quite 
necessary to understand in 804 that *' by day Hermes is per- 
spicuousy Without this, the kolL t6t€ of 805 is unmeaning. 
" Then ; " but When? Clearly when Hermes reveals something. 
The word XPvC^^ seems to have been added by some one who 
thought Apollo was intended. Out of iroXXa 5* aAAa, I make 
TToAAa 8€ KaXXa (^aj/e?, metri causd. 

V. 805. Old text, kol rore 87] ttXovtov 8(opjoLT(ov XvTrjpiov. 
Metre and sense condemn this. It ought to mention song in 
contrast to playing on the lyre, KpeKTOP vofiov^ therefore I 
write KOLL tot ^8av. In ttXovtop I see /cAuroi/, with its 
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noun Xvrpov for XvTTJptop, which is indeed too long for the 
antistrophic line. 

810 Vulff. fiedrjaofiep iroXet. Blomfield ill punctuated after 
fiedrjaofiep. What follows is corrupt. Ta ^ ed ifiov ifiov 
K€p8o9 de^erou rode. I get sense and right metre hy To ^ 
evpofiop ifiol Kep8o9 av^erat ToS^y " But to me this gain from 
Good Order is increased." 

815. Qpoovaa irpos ere, "Te^i/oi/" must answer to dlSvfia 
Kol rpiirXa. Necessarily irpos ere must be omitted ; probably 
Opeofieva is truer than Opoovaa. 

w. 815-16. For Trepoupoyp, where a verb is wanted, Blomfield 
excellently writes irepaiv ovk i7rliJLOfi(l)ou arav giving to the 
epithet the much-needed negative particle without damage to 
the metre. 

V. 818. The old axedcop is right, with Xvrpov for Xvr-qpiov 
in the strophe. 

V. 821. irpoTrpaxraoDV y(apiTOs opyas Xwrpd^^ is against 
sense and metre. We need an imperative for TrpoTrpacrcrcov : 
why not irpoirpa^ov ? Line 821 ought to respond to yorjT&v 
vofiop fiedrjcrofieVy which is quite sound. Write in a heap 
^apiToaopyaSi and you see that it may come from X^P^^ 
cr0a)/ay; next for the spondee Xvirpas write Xvrrjpo^ and you 
reconcile the metre. The sense is : " Extort for (your friends) 
the favour (or advantage) of a liberating slaughter." This gives 
a possible text, irpoirpa^ov x^P^^ (r(f)ayd9 Xvrrjpo^. 

V. 822. ev8o6ev \ (jyoipiau arav TLOeis. In the strophe 
are three Cretics as I have restored it: nor in the old text 
has epjov ifwp KepSos ae^erai at all the same rhythm as 
i^OLviav arav tl6€L9 (Trochaic). ^ovi09 is common in 
tragedy, but generally forms a feminine (f)oplaj yet Suppl. 805 
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has i^ovios airoKOira. Blomfield before ev8o6ev adds Tol^f 
for which I find no room. 

V. 824. Tov cuTLOv 5' e^airoXKvs fiopov. This is good sense, 
but does not respond to the last line of the strophe, -^eTou ro^y 
^Kra S airoaTaret 0/Xg)i/, which it were nnplausible to alter 
into conformity. We should need a verb with the rhythm of 
aireaTTj. Since tov outlov may mean absolutely ** guilty** 
without a genitive or anything in the context to say of what, 
we seem guided to look on fiopov as the word which must be 
changed. It occurs to me to write for it ev fiepet, mcissim. 
^Kirearrj for airoaTarel i^ certainly a wrong tense, therefore it 
is not an alternative cure of the discord. 

The order of antistrophics in this choral ode is peculiar, and 
the number of changes of the old text here suggested may make 
it expedient to present it as a whole. 

A. vvv TrapouTOVfieinj fioty warep 
Zed 6eS>v ^OXvfiTricoVy 

8o9 Tv\as irXelv bofiois KvpUo9y iravaoffx^ 

(rdevet pjuofiiva a iSelu biabiKaxrcu. 

Trap €7ro9 eXaxop* co ZeVy av viv ^vKaxriTOi^ t 

B. Trpo h\ 8rj ^6p&v tov ea<o6ev fieXadpcoVy Zcu, 
0€s* eTrei viv pAyav apas 

StSviJUi Kol TpiTrXd TraXifi" 
TTOiva OeXcop dfieiyjfet. 

a. taOt S avbpos ([>lXov ir&Xov €5- 
viv ^vyivT kv apfiacnu 
TTTifidroypy KOLV Spoficp 7rpo(m0€L7i9 fierpopf 
809 odu (Tco^ofievov pvdfiov irore buxBelv 
efiTredop avofiepcop Prj/xarcou opeypua 
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0. ot T eaoD ScofiaroDV 

TrXovToyadrj fivy^ov vojxi^eTe^ 
kXvt€j (rvfi(f)pop€S' deoi/ 
ay€T€y tS^v iraXcu ireirpayfievcov 
Xvaaxrff alfia irpoa^aTOLs SUaL^* 
yepcop (f)0PO9 fnjKer kv SofWLS' T€K01^ 
TOLvSe KaXco9 KrafievoLV. 
/i€(rcoS.'\ OD fieya vaicov arofuov I 

ed 809 avairvelv Sofiov dvSp09y [or av 8e 809 — 
Kal PIP iXevOepLCos 
XafiirpSis T i8€LP (fycXloLS' 
ofifiouTLP eK 8po(f)€pd9 KaXvTTTpas. 

C. ^vXXdPoL 8 ip8LKC09 

ir(U9 6 ^aias 6 ({xopLcoraros 

irpd^LP ovplap deXcop. 

Kpv(f>a fi€Pj evcTKOTTOp 8 eiros XeycoPy 

PVKTCOp 7rpOVflfiaT(OP (TKOTOP (l>€p€Lj 

koJB Tjfiepap 8 ov8ep ifi(f)apeaT€poPy 
TToXXa T€ KaXXa (f>apeL. 

D. Kai TOT ^8dp, kXvtop 8(oimT(op XvTpoPy 
drjXvp ovpioaTaTaPy 
Ofiov 5e KpeKTOP yorjToip POfiop 
fieOi^crofiep woXer to 5' ev' 
POflOP €fiol K€p8o9 av" 
^€TaL To8\ Ara 8 aTrocrrarct (I>lX(op. 



b. (TV 8€ dapcrSpy OTap tJkti pApos epycoPy 
eirdva'a^ YlaTpo9 av8dpy 
6 people pa ^'TeKPop^^ irepatp^ 
ovK i7rLp,op,(l>op aTap* 
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d. Hepcreco? r ev (fypealv KapSlap a^eOcoPy 

T0L9 T VTTO ^OoVOS ([>lXoL'' 

(TL Tois T avcoOev irpoirpa^ov x^P'^ 
cr0a)/ay XvT7Jpo9y epSoOev 
(1)6plop arav riOil^^ 
Tov ^ aiTiov 5' e^airoKkv iv fiepet. 

Observe the schema : 

A B a fiea. c D b d 



851. apxas re TToXKraovofJuovs. Eatber tban alter this to 
the dative, I imagine words lost, such as {ttoXiv 6p6d><ra9\ 
which represent Orestes as about to be a constitutional king. 
See n^OTct of 391. 

«?. 869. iroL seems right. No need oiirov ; 

V. 870. €7rt ^vpov, an idiom out of place. Abresch well 
corrects to eTn^tjvov^ as in Agam. This line is better as a reply 
of the Chorus. 

V. 877. el VLK&fiev of Dind. to me seems alone right. 

V. 921. I suggest to add after this line that which appears out 
of place at 1001 vvv avrov cuv&^ vvv airoLfico^co firapcov. 
[irovoDV ?] 

V. 925. Here, at eiroXoXv^aT^ , strophe B should begin. 
Antistr. b. is at v. 948. fieyap a(f)7)ped7jv — which Blomfield 
did not see. 

??. 931. i57ro SvoLP. Hermann, Schutz, Butler alter to vTral 
SvoLP. — It is better for the antistrophe. Blomfield did not see 
any antistrophe; and retained vtto. 
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V. 935. ediye Se ^l(f)ov9 seems to me undoubtedly right, 
and x^P^^ errjTVfios better than the correction €T7]tv/juo9. 

V. 940. TOLTTep 6 Ao^/ay o Hapva(r(no9 is flat and prosaic, 
I make no doubt that the true text is o Hapuaaaia^ .... 
yOovos. Also TOLirep 6 probably ought to be twp irepl, 
referring to €)(j9poL9. " Concerning whom Apollo beinff angry ^^ 
is a natural connection, and in Homeric dialect o^Oriaas would 
suit; to later Epic 67roj(^/^ belongs. Whether iiroxPicov or 
€7rox0lcra9 is hidden in the portentous e7ro\d€ia^€V, is doubt- 
ful. I think Tav has adhered to one of them: CTro^^/cras', rau, 
is a natural and sufficient correction. The rau d86\a)9 SoXlav 
means Aitcrj^ pede Poena claudo. This short line perhaps ought 
to be a dochmee, in harmony with the rest: then we must 
interpret SoXiau as an Iamb, which is credible, when we re- 
member that TToXecos is so treated, and 0609 as a monosyllable, 
also KapSiap is made a spondee. 

V. 943. fiXaiTTOfievav is bad in metre and sense. It must 
mean limping^ i.e. pXayfrtTTOVP, Scholefield interprets Itto/- 
X^rae, arcessit, bat gives no example of this sense. Obire is 
the received rendering. *Ez/ j(/>oz/oty Oelarav is nonsense ; but 

being like O, iv xpovoi9 oiaiv^ " suis temporibus," pleases 
me as a very mild remedy. Moreover, separating into otat 
veTToiyeTaif we find ota fteroixerai to yield Scholefield's ar- 
cessit. Hermann's yjpoviar6el(Tav is more ingenious than true. 

1 retain eV, though I modify fiXairrofievav. 

V. 945. KpareiTaL ir&9 to Oetov irapa to firj inrovpyetv 
KOKols. Mere prose, and bad prose I The current phrase, g)s 
6 Aoyo9 KpaT€L, persuades me that this line ought to begin with 
KpaT€L TOi Xoyos (a dochmee), agreeing with TV\aL S 6u- 
irpoaco — I the toi introducing a maxim. Next, the sense is, 
that the divinity is not a tool to evil men. But I think, through 
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the corrupt irapa to fir/ the word A/a has been lost after 
vTrovpyelv. Metre suggests ro^ O^lov irep oi/ra, fir] uirovp^ 
yelv [A/a] koucols. A^lou Se is good also in sense. Yet 
neither pjj wrovpyelv, with hiatus, seems right, nor do I like 
to insert Co^^] ^^^r firj. Perhaps the Aoyoy includes both 
clauses. Thus : /x^^' inrovpyelv Ala kokols^ a^iov t\ i.e. 
a^LOv eluou. Else firj *vx and a^iop Se. 



ExcuBSUS ON tw. 948-955. 

Old text : fieyap r a(f)rip€d7jp '^^aXiov olkcov \ avayepuoLv 
86fioL9y K.T.X. To amend this passage, we need a previous 
judgment, what was the poet's drift? Did he write ^(afJUUTreTet^ 
or ^apjOLV7rerr}st Both are sounded alike by the modern 
Greeks. 

(a,) Elmsley, Blomfield, Scholefield, Dindorf, all choose x^" 
p.anrereis* Then the SofiOL are the foremost thought. They 
were long prostrate, and soon will be exalted. Elmsley gives 
us: ''Lift up my voice I" To whom is she speaking? objects 
Blomfield; who sets before us, ava ye fiav^ So/xolI changing 
86fiOL9 into the vocative. Scholefield and Dindorf follow him, 
perhaps only because he changes so little. Scholefield dutifully 
says : " Correxit Blomfieldius." But what after all is Blom- 
field's sense ? "A great ring-curb of the house was taken away. 
Arise, ye houses ! {quin resurgitel) Ye have long been prostrate ; 
but soon an accomplished band of dancers shall cross the outer 
piazza, and purify the inner hearth, etc. . . . ." To. me this is 
incredible. If the poet was so eccentric as to tell us that a great 
ring-curb {^^aXiov) was taken away, he would have added at 
least a line about this mighty curb, to show what he meant. 
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Was it Agamemnon, taken away by death? or Orestes, by 
exile? To jump into apostrophe, and with the conciseness of 
military command cry, " Up, ye firjPy ye houses I " is not 
plausible. (What ye firjp here means is as obscure as a 
military oath.) But the house has no voluntary power to ffet 
up ; therefore the exhortation is out of place. It is marvellous 
that so experienced and sage a critic as Blomfield should say of 
Sua ye fiaPy Sofioi I " Quod dedi, ceriissimum puto" 

(b.) If we take ^aiuLtireTrjs (as do " Turnebus et recentiores," 
according to Blomf.), we absolutely need a masculine for its 
noun, which can only be yjraXtop. Then yjtaXiov is neces- 
sarily corrupt. In 1859 I proposed aXiop, to mean the Sun of 
Prosperity^ though I felt it strange indeed that aXiov should 
have been made ylrdXiov. I was forced to find 5' efioL9 in 
8ofJLOi9t but afterwards saw it impossible that an alien slave 
should say oIklois efiOL9 of her master's palace. This idea I 
had to abandon. Then what person or object is hidden in 
yjrdXiovl He, or it, is long prostrate, but soon becoming 
TTUPreXTj^y will purify the house. (Kpovo9 is evidently corrupt ; 
but \opos is unsuitable. iravreX'qs XP^^V "perfected by 
time or in time," has always seemed to me an easy improve- 
ment.) Agamemnon cannot arise from the dead in fulness of 
time; therefore I conclude, yjrdXLOV must conceal the idea of 
Orestes. His "removal" then means his exile in the house 
of Strophius the Phocian ; therefore what follows must allude to 
this exile. Now 8ofioL9 cannot coexist with oXkcov or olkl&v. 
This makes me see ^coKecov in the last word. The neuter 
ylrdXLOP being now inadmissible, let me try yjraXLSa ^coKecov 
for y^dXiov olklg^v (each a good dochmee, as in strophe B, 
beairoavvcov So/juov). Well : \jraXlSa is an arch or vault. 
Orestes might be called a Pillar of the house, a Keystone or 
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Oonierstone ; why not an Arch ? Let us try farther : yjfoXiSa^ 
^(OKecop I avayefi iv 8vfiois, by changing av to €i/. What 
can avayefi stand for ? At once I saw airoO^v would do, for 
" cifar among the Phocians ; " or rjfievov inactive among the 
Phocians ; or closer still to avayefi^ what of ayafiov? Excellent 
from a royalist, eager for an heir to the throne ; only that " an 
arch (or vault) unmarried" is absolutely too ridiculous for an 
Aristophanes. Nay, an Arch travelling into Phocia or sitting 
idle in Phocia are equally inadmissible combinations, ^aXiba 
cannot have been the poet's real word, but ^coKeoav \ ayayiov kv 
86fiOL9 is a probable text. Finally, this brings me to an audacious 
conjecture (so I suppose it will be called) : that with our poet 
ToXt^y as with all writers irapOevoSi was of either sex ; that 
he wrote fieyav raXiSa for a mighty youth, fieyav veaviav ; 
but r, as elsewhere, was mistaken for y^t ; so raXiSa was cor- 
rupted into ^otX/5a. By a second corruption yJAoXlSa ^ODKeoop 
became yjraXtov oIklcoVj then dya/iov remained unintelligible. 
Thus I attain : fieyav 0L(f>ripe6r]v raX^fia, ^(OKecov \ Syafwv 
ev SofiOLs* 

V. 954. iXaarj eXaTr/ploLs or kXarrjpLOv is incredible. 
'EActcrij is too short for the metre. If SoXtav in the strophe 
can be an Iamb, puoaos airav airoXovari is specious. 

V. 955-8. The general sense is clear, rv^ai ireaovvrai iraXiv 
ififieXois. To whom? dpeofievoi^y to persons who shriek (or 
whimper). Some other definition is essential. True : we must 
join 6peopLevoi9 iheiv. Can this mean "iis qui queruntur se 
vidisse " ? At least that requires ecopaKevat : nor does Opeofiai 
mean / complain. I do not elsewhere find it with an infinitive. 
Besides, we need re after aKOvaau Blomfield says: *' Opeo^ 
fi€V0L9 corruptum judico." With good reason. Ought not 
iSeiv oLKOvaai 0p€Ofi€POL9 probably to be ISeiv aKovaal r 
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epafieuoL^^ These must be Electra and the Chorus. So- 
phocles has epafJLat Trvdeadai, I desire to be informed. Further, 
how can the rvxo^ he called fierocKOL SofKOP ? (The old edd. 
have ri;;(a, but TreaovvTot demands tv^ou.) Much less harsh 
is the metaphor, if we read fi€T0LK0i9* Electra was but a /lafj 
citizen (nay, a mischievous hound, 440) under jEgisthus. We 
have metre responding to the strophe, if we read tv)((u S* 
evTrpoaamoKOLTOi to irav \ iSetu aKOvaai t ipafievoL'\ 
CLV fieroLKOts Sofuop. The only doubt is : what is meant 
by Electra and her friends desiring to see and hear the whole 
(to irav) ? I can reply ; Prudence and Decency forbade saying 
" the murder of the guilty pair " ; but this is concealed under 
TO irav. Perhaps that is true : yet in 382-4 there is no con- 
cealment. 

That Blomfield condemns dpeofiepoc^ is a step forward.. De- 
ducting its to get the T which we need, kpafiivois comes 
very near, and is plausible. 

From 935 onward I recapitulate : 

€(9ty€ 8e ^l(]>ovs X^P^^ ^rfjTvpio^ 
^L09 Kopa* (AiKap Se viv 
Trpoaayopevofiep 

PpoToly TV^OVTeS KOikm*) 

okeOpiov irviova ev k)(6pols kotov. 
0. T&v wept Ao^/ay, 6 Wapvaada^ 
piiyav ex®!/ p^v^ov \6ovoSj iiroxOecoUj 
TOLV aJboXm SoXlau C^' eVox^/^a*] 

PXayjrLTTOVV ev ^6vol9 olai p.eTOL\€TaL. 
KpaTel TOL XoyoSy to^ Oeiov irep ov- 
Ta p.rj6^ vTrovpyetv 
[A/a] KOKohj a^LOP t ovpavov- 
ypv apyhv aefieiv. Tlapa to 0(3y iSecp. 

8 
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b. fieyap a(f)rip€d7]p raXiSa, ^coKecou 
ayafiop ep Sofiois. HoXvp ayav ypovov 
')(afiou7r€T7is' eKCLT , del 

[,TV)(a9 afifiepcoPy] Line defective. 

c. Ta)(a Se iravrekqs XP^^V dfielylreTou 
irpoOvpa ScofxaTcoPy orav dif) ioTias' 
fivaos airav aTToAov-, 

arj KajdapfioLcriv aras' iKaTrjpiois* 
Tuy(at S evTrpoaamoKoiToUj to irav 

LO€iV OLKOVaaL T 

ipafievoiatPy fieTOiKOis Sofuov 
ireaovvTat ttoXlv. Yldpa to <l>m iSeip. 

w. 1027-8. Instead of transposing with Blomfield, I wish as 
a milder remedy, for kol fiapTvpetP fiev coy, to read avfifjuip^ 
TvprjaeLv TTcSy. To 7rc3y a fanciful reader replied Mei/cXecoy, 
which crept into some texts, 

V. 1029. dXrjvqs TrjcrSe quite needs elfii. TrjaSe may have 
come from remembering Agam. 1253, and is not needed. I 
think we ought to read iyoo 5' dXi^rrj^ eifii. 

V. 1056. The easiest cure is to omit Qvearov as an inter- 
polation. 
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Numlers of lines as in Zinwood, 

V. 7. SlSaxTL 5* 7] yeviOXiov. Blomfield proposes 175^ ye- 
v46Xlov. Quite right, I think. 

w. 17, 18. The double ace. vlv <l>peva is awkward. Schutz 
wishes to couple vlv with t^t. Good : but to attain this, must 
we not exchange Te)(yr]9 and tj^t ? Our poet's syntax is never 
confused. Try : 

t^€L Se VLV Zev9y evdeov Krlaas' (f)p€va 
T^^irrj^y riraprov. . . . 
Yet a simpler remedy may be ^pev\ for (f)p€va. 

Te^vrjs Se vlv Zcuy evOeov Kriaas (l>p€v\y 
L^€L rirapTOv . . . 

V. 21. The old text noXAa^ irpovala is surely well justified 
by Blomfield's note in Linwood. 

V. 50. Wakefield's excellent supplement deserves to be printed 
in the text before this line, 

[oiS' 'ApTTvioLO'L* ray yap iTrrcpcofieva^^ 
V. 76. fiefi&T av cuii is of course wrong ; but to interpret 
av into the preposition am with olet interposed before rriv^ 
needs much proof before it can be endured. fiefi&T oAaTcrt 
may for a moment seem admissible ; but the next line inrep re 
TTOVToVy strongly suggests that we ought to divide the words 
into fiefi&Ta \vajLeL^ and then interpret into fiePcira irap re. 

f). 92. aefieL rot Zevs toS ]€K vo/jlcov crejSay. All con- 
fess that €K VO/JLCOV is not right, but Hermann's €kv6/ko9 
(lawlessly) is to me wildly wrong. Kvvofwv or ivvo/juos is 
plausible. But is no one o£fended by aefiei (refiayJ At first 



116 COMMENTS ON iESCHYLUS. 

it was to me unendurable, until it occurred that l/c v6/juop 
ought to be ifiTTopcov. "Jove, let me tell thee, reveres this 
power of thine which travelling merchants revere." In such 
connection the repetition does not offend. 

V. 97. If with Musgrave we exchange 97 and 99, the old 
reading as in 96 is best, and etcrauov means / killed. This 
appears our simplest cure. 

f>. 105. fipoTcip. Hermann from the Schol. wishes to read 
<l>pevS>v for fipoT&v. It is far more to the purpose : but 
<l>pe(riv seems better still. 

V. 118. (I>lXols yap elaiv ovk ifioh irpocLKTopes* No 
one seems to approve this : " for my friends have no patrons (?)." 
Quid ad rem? Hermann and Ian wood write €/ioi, i.e. ''[my] 
friends have patrons (?), but I have none." Schutz has i^iXoL. . . . 
epjoi . . . . " friendly patrons (?) to me are none." The yap is 
intended to account for Orestes' escape. Surely the line ought 
to refer to him. I suggest eariv for ei(rLV^ and TrpoaLKTotos' for 
irpocLKTOpeSn ^lXol9 yap kariv ovk ifiots irpoaLKTOLos. 
He is a suppliant to those who are no friends to me. 

«?. 132. irovov. The eye of the copyist seems to have been 
misled by irovos in the next line. I have little doubt that the 
poet wrote Spofiov. The sound of the vowels in the ear would 
also tend to error. Linwood's arguments about repetitions all 
seem to me the reverse of right. In 683 of this play Sep/JUiTi 
has been similarly corrupted by drepfioPL beneath it. In Suppl. 
487, 488 iroXiaaovxcov also by general conviction is wrongly 
repeated, and in Sep. Th. 388, 9, pAvtov after /xeVet, for kXvcou. 
In Choeph. 602, 603, Xoyop ends both lines, but is almost 
certainly wrong in the former, where I propose yoou. In 
Choeph. 156, 157 the second fieXij is flagrantly absurd. The 
right inference from the facts is, not that the poet carelessly 
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repeats ; bat that a copyist who imitates mechanically is some- 
times led astray by his eye falling on a wrong word. The same 
happens in copying numbers mechanically, as I can personally 
attest from unpleasant experience. 

V. 137. €7rovpL(Taaa r^. We are free to write T(p (for rw/0, 
which will glance at Orestes, as at Zeus v. 340. I cannot believe 
with Linwood that in jEschylus 6 can mean ovto9 or eKelvos' 
except with fieu, Se and yap. See on v, 170, v. 7, v, 337. 

V. 158. fiapv fro irepifiapv. For to I wish rt. 

V. 161. Opovov of the old text, interpreted by yay 6fi(j>aXou, 
seems better than Opofifiov. If one must have a Spondee (which 
is not certain), (jyopoXL^rj Opofific^ gives better syntax. 

V. 164. In our poet rjpav and i^pafnjp are both good. Why 
should apdfievop be changed to apofievovt He does imitate 
the Homeric kv8o9 apoio sometimes ; but he is not obliged to 
do it always. I think €\ielv wrong ; for it, eaco is one possibility. 

V. 169. Since ([>tjya)U means Orestes, Xvirpos must refer to 
him, not to Apollo. Orestes must be nominative to eKkuaerau 
Therefore kolL tov ought to be \avTOV. 

». 171. With good reason Linwood suspects ev Kapa. I rather 
believe the poet wrote ev *At8a^ " in the house of Pluto." This 
makes €/c Kelvov (viz. ''from Pluto") clear; yet Scholefield's 
€^ efiov is enticing. 

V. 183. Kcu fw^ovai. For kcu we need \oi, " and where." 

V. 186, OeoirrvoTOL gives uncertain and unpleasing syntax. 

Is not OeoTTTvaTrjs far more probable ? 
V. 189. TrXrjaLOLO'L all feel to be wrong, but this does not 

make TrXovaioKn right. I rather believe in TravoaloLai. 

Mucroy seems equivalent to yuapas ovaas and rplfieaOai to 

mean simply versaru 
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V. 191. €V(f>LXr)9 Oeoiv is awkward syntax with genitive 
preceding. Qeoiy would be natural and unblamable. 

V. 207. '^pKeo'Co is vox mMU, but ySeira) is not satisfactory, 
for it makes TTLOTtofiaTa nominative to aTtfia and accusative to 
ySeaoD. ^ApKeaei of Bothe is good : but I see no fault in 
rjpKea av. 

9. Sll. puopaifioSt better than Linwood's /wpa-ifir). 

V. 212. Again, with Dindorf I prefer ^povpovfieirq in nocni- 
native to Linwood's dative. 

t?. 215. TO fiTJ fyepeaOou. Dindorf 's rlveaOoL^ I hope, is 
universally approved. 

«?. 232. TrpoarerpLfiiMeuov fre TT/ooy. Reisig's irapos con- 
vinces me. 

V. 252. wroSiKo^ xep&v. I cannot accept from Scholefield 
\epS>v murder^ nor from Linwood ^e&v debt. What of iJtto- 
80K09 d refugee {inroBoyrj refuge) and y(€pS>v the hands of the 
goddess ? 

V. 258. fioaKOLV (l)€poi/iav. To get a dochmee, modem 
editors transpose, and print (f>€polfiap fioaKav; but the order 
is prosaic and seems to lose emphasis. I can more easily believe 
that the poet wrote an Iambic senarian, with four syllables in 
place of SvoTTorov, such as SvacfiTroroVj or SvaeKTrorov^ or 
Svaevrepov. 

V. 262. It is agreed that an Iamb is lost. We may read with 
suitable metre aaefi&v [pxtrav]. 

V. 271. X^P^^* Again, as in v. 252, Linwood has X/^foy, 
adopted from Jacobs. The latter joins it with firjrpoKTovov, 
which gives it a justification ; though as to this Linwood 
dissents. Even the position of Se after /liaafia assists that 
interpretation: fjuapaiverai ypio9 firjfpoKTOvov^ /uacfia 8* 
eKTrXvTOv weXei. 
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V. 293. t SoufWPODP aKidv. AouficoVy spirit, is an honorable 
word; vvv S* iarl iMKOupa Saifjuopy Alcest. — so in Homer, 
as well as the Tragedians. It is hard to believe that here and 
in V. 769 it is a word of contumely. One might have expected 
vepripoDV cKtaVy alluding to Odyssey A 95. Is it possible 
that the poet wrote boLLTaXel (TKidpl See tw. 256-8. This 
would easily be corrupted, perhaps by first step into Saifwi/i. 

V. 305. T0V9 fi€v KoBapds x^^P^^ irpoavefjuovras. Against 
Hermann's original correction rov fieu k. X' '^povipbovr 
Scholefield convincingly argued : " Speciosa est Hermanni cor- 
rectio, sed sensus tov irpovefico minus aptus ; nee credibile est 
librarios singularem numerum invenisse, pluralem intulisse, 
sequente Stoix^el" After this, Hermann imagined an antistro- 
phic system of anapaests, unparalleled, as I believe. Linwood 
has adopted it, with tov9 fiev KoBapas \ {.KoBap&s] x^^P^^ 
irpovepLOvras* To me it seems almost certain that irpoavi" 
fjuoPTw is a prosaic interpretation of a lost word, at which we 
have to make guesses. If we narrow the choice to Bome parti- 
ciple, the problem is not vague, nor the possible solutions 
numerous. In fact, only two have for a moment seemed to me 
plausible. One was tow fi€v KoBapdv x^pa vtojirnvra^x but 
vtofiav is a verb not rare enough to make the change before 
us very probable. My second participial conjecture comes on 
me with the force of a discovery, viz. simply eirovras^ which is 
very close to the exovras (apud Turnebum), mentioned in 
Linwood. The Homeric participle would urgently need expla- 
nation, and was peculiarly likely to induce change. Honier's 
T€vx€ hrovTa hardly prepares a reader for x^^P^^ eirovra : 
yet €7r(o as causative verb of eirofiou rather means 'Mirect" 
{cause to/ollow), than *' handle/* which our dictionaries give ; 
and irpoavefieiv is nearly an equivalent of direct. 
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Person was uneasy about the a'vud(f>€iat of these lines, — ^with 
reason, I think. Instead of exchanging (as he wished) a<^' 
'^fioii/ with €(f)€p7r€ij I would exchange OVT19 with firjut^^ 
making 

T0V9 fi€v KoBapas x^^P^^ eirovras 
/lijvis d(f>* rijimv ovtl9 i(f)€fy7r€r 

Again, the avva^eta is broken ; but so is the syntax. The 
passage to the singular is too violent, and cannot be justified by 
well-known fonnulas. I imagine a line to be lost, of which the 
sense only can be known, viz. such as, 

[j9aXkei yap oy tj atotppcov ayajdo9 r ,] 
daimj^ 5* aiava 8ioL)(y€L. 

V. 339. Aa^^ rdSe refers to what follows. *Air€y(€iv is in 
apposition to Aa^^, therefore Se after aOavdrcov should be 
removed. Dindorf's change of dKkqpos to fwvva is too im- 
perious. Afioipoy aKkqpo9 falls short of dfia^pv dSd/xarop 
diroXefiov Choeph. 48. How to reconcile the metre with the 
antistrophe, see on 342. 

V. 336. For eTri top cd I hope that Dindorf's emrovoDS 
pleases other critics. The old text is to me unendurable. 

«?. 338. t;0* ai/iaT09 v€OV with /lavpov/iep is hardly good in 
logic and is convicted by the metre. Dindorfs veoaifiov con- 
sults metre alone ; for no one would have added i50' alp/iTO^ 
veov as a comment; but to this objection veoapSrjy which I 
venture to suggest as a substitute, is not open. 

V. 339. (TTrevSofiepai .... This sentence has no verb and 
no structure. The fault is mainly in the second line. We 
must write airevSo/iepa in the singular, eiriKpalvto for €7ri- 
Kpaiveip and drop S after Oe&v. Also for efiaiai Xtrat^ 
I want i/iOL9 dXirai^y *'my culprits — my guilty ones," which 
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then explains the eOvos d^to/uaop. (Homer, II. 8, has 
oAemyy.) AyKpiaiv need not be limited to preliminary 
examination by a magistrate. Mi^de here means ''so as 
not even.** 

V. 342. alfiaToaraye^ is confuted by the metre. The epithet 
must have been a note of explanation. There seems no alterna- 
tive but to omit it, and then consider of what epithet (suited 
to the metre) it may have been the interpretation. The 
strophe is 

7raXX€i;icG)i/ 8e ir4ir\(ov \ afiotpo^ aKXrjpos iTv^Orji/, 

which is not a true Homeric Hexameter, but the older ballad 
metre out of which the Epic line grew. Similarly in Euripides, 
Med. 629, 

ov^ aperav irapeScoKav avBpaaiv^ el 8* oAiy eXOoi^ 

where Porson wrongly inserted ij/ before avSpaaip. 
Dropping cdfJuarooTayes from the antistrophe, we have 

Zew yap d^io/itaop C""^] eduos^ roSe Xea^a^. 

After d^io/uaov a trochee is deficient, a trochee of which the 
sense shall be equivalent to reeking with blood, and thus capable 
of eliciting the note, alftaroaTayes* One solution of this 
problem is the rather rare Homeric word (f>OLi/ov. I believe 
that this is here as good in metre as alfioi/ (a word which 
Hermann denies to mean bloody). The first syllable of such 
a line as 

afioipo9 oucXrjpos Irvy^Oriv 

admits of being long or short. I cannot believe with Linwood 
that the Furies describe themselves as d^io/uirou They de- 
liver Jupiter from the vile task of dealing with detestable and 
polluted men. 
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V. 344. For aXKofieva I would write dX/ieva from Homer's 
€7rtaX/i€i'os'. 

V. 347. To insert kou seems to me best^ atlxxXeipa Ikou] 
Tavv8pofioi9j " which trip up even swift runners." 

!?. 353. KP€(f)a9 — fivao^ — in apposition (says Scholefield) 
mean Kvi(l>as fivaapou. Strange I Bather fivaoy (a polluted 
conscience) is the cause of ici/60a9 (moral darkness). In place 
of irewoTaraL we need an active verb, having Ki^€(f)a9 for 
accusative, with which presently 8vo(l>€pav ayXw is closely 
cognate. For the rhythm of ireiroraroL the poet had a large 
choice, irepiirXa^'Ei^ Trept^cJet, irortKoXKa. He had no 
motive or excuse for being obscure or weak. Our part is, to 
inquire what active verb of suitable meaning comes closest in 
letters to ireiroTaTcu. None occurs to me nearer than iroTi- 
Trdaaei, which an Attic scribe might change into iroTiTrarTeu 
But this verb is ambiguous. If it be from iraaato sprinkle^ 
it may seem too weak; though, if applied to hail or snow 
darkening the air, no one would censure it. Yitjaa'a) for 
wqyvvfii gives a stronger sense, but whether it could take 
a Doric a may be doubted. 

V. 354. Kat offends, especially as introducing Spo(l>€paj/ 
a)(Xvi/, almost identical with KV€(f)a9j and less forcible. I 
timidly suggest Nal, for Kai. But the verb avSoiTou is in- 
tolerable, though Scholefield renders it spar git inter voctfe- 
randum. Also the word (f)dTt9 seems to demand limitation. 

Whose (l>dTi9'! In Agam. 443 the poet tells us, ^'acrr&v (^dris 
is equivalent to a public curse." There is no room here for 
doTciv, except in the corrupt avSa. Therefore I ask the reader 
to ponder : • 

vail 8po(f>€pdj/ Tiv dyXvv Kara 8a)fiaT09 daroiv 
^(6? TroXvcTOPo^ (I)dri9* 
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V. 355. fiivet yap* Neither (f>aTt9 nor a)(Xv9 nor SS/mi 
nor 6 avrjp suits as nominative to a yerb /lepetj which is an 
enigma here. I conclude that fiej/ei is dative from fi€V09, and 
the stop after yap is an error. In what follows, aepvai abso- 
lutely needs O^al. I find Oeai hidden in 81 Kal. TeXeioi for 
reXeiat is not Tragic dialect. Our poet has reXeiOL reXeiai 
re Sept. Th. 156. I suggest reXeicp to agree with fieuei^ then 
€Vfi7]')(apoL and fivrjiwves come out as Predicate with right 
emphasis, fievei yap evfirixavot Oecu TeXeicp . • • • 

V. 358. Some of the metre is obscure, but aTieTox is quite 
superfluous (to sense and to the antistrophe). Arifia Siofievat 
Xayr] \ deS>v BiyoardTOvvT aj^- | make two good Iambic 
dimeters. Next come "Xlcp Xafiira \ SvaoSoTraliraXa \ 
an Antispast and Dochmee, to which the response is, -/ila^ 
Kvpco I Kaiwep vwo x06va. K,vpa) being as good as Kvp&y 
there is no argument for introducing the strange word Xdira. 

In V. 364 good sense seems to require iJtto ')(6ovo9j which 
gives also a better dochmee. This further suggests that Svao^ 
SoTraiTToXa (itself a correction) ought to end in a long syllable. 
So unique an epithet might as well be given to Aa/i7ra, or 
perhaps to the Oeat themselves, as to their Xa)(rj, AvaoSo^ 
iranraXa may be carped at, as not Attic ; but what is Attic, with 
such a word? 

V. 378. vpJoLS 6 OfJLoias ovSein (nrapr&v yivei. This is 
either ungrammatical or bad in sense. For vims the dative is 
required, and a new verb is wanted with the sense op&^ Xeyco. 
revet (being needless, yet a word natural to add) may have 
driven out the poet's own verb. We may conjecturally restore 
his line by vfilp ff* ofioias (5^) ovSeiit (nrapTS>v fiXeirco. — 

After fiXeirco was expelled by yevei^ optoiievas was sure to 
be corrupted into optofievais by a copyist who saw vfiiv. 
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V. 381. afJLOfi(f>oj/ ovra. Linwood says^ ''male aiwp(f>ov 
Yulg." Dindorf retained this in his second edition^ but in his 
tliird with Elmsley he accepts Robortelli's oifiofi^ov. Prim& 
facie this word is "^^as&s^^ free from blame, as in 443, not as 
Scholefield makes it, unable to blame. Therefore tov9 TreXay 
should be toj/ TreXay. Linwood says : " rod ttc Aay Flor. 
TOJ/ ireXw Bigot. P." Ai/aroy is both passive and active; 
but it is safer to have examples of the very word. 

V. 394. faXXr)9 AvayKTjs ovnvos rpeayv kotov ; All con- 
fess corruption here : alii aliter mutant. Simplest with me is, 
arepO avayicqs^ — . Then ovtlvo9 needs no change. 
Dindorf changes three words. 

f>. 403 Vulg. a^iav r iwa^Kov. Without altering a letter, 
Muller sets all right by a^t avr iira^mv. 

V. 414. For €(l)€^ofJi€in} Burges well gives e(f)r)fiej/0Vy adopted 
by Linwood and Dindorf. 

V. 429. I prefer Scholefield's ic/oJ^ocra- — XovrpcDv .... to 
Musgrave's Kpv^raa a Xovrpav which Hermann, Dindorf, and ' 
Linwood follow. 

V. 441-*3. 0/JU09 and o/icoy Se cannot both be right. Linwood 
alters to ottod^ and e/ioi9, and transposes Se. But a single 
change instead of three suffices. For 0/1009 at the end of 441 
write €fioi9. [So I find it now in Dindorf 's second edition, but 
not in his third.] 

V. 448. d/i(l>6T€pa /leveip. This is nonsense. Musgrave 
hits the true argument, in writing avfi(l>opa for dfi(f)0T€pa. 
My only wonder is, that so common a word as a'Vfi(f>opd should 
entail error. This alone leads me to ask what is thought of 
the far rarer word aXyrjpov^ of which the syntax is rather more 
obvious, while the word is about as near in length and aspect 
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to ifi^oTepa as is avfi(f>opd. [A new sentence must begin 
with oKyrjpov (ioTt) /lepeipJ] 

V, 449. SvoTrrifiaT is altered to SvoTnjfJiaPT , benefiting the 
metre, but leaving the sense as bad. I suggest, bvaireiravr ^ 
difficult to soften. 

Lastly, afirj^avoas ifiol is hardly good syntax. To discard 
the emphatic ifioL^ I am reluctant ; else Linwood's e^ei is very 
good. What of afirj^avov y efioi ? 

V. 452. alpov/i€voV9 is defended in vain by Scholefield. 
Linwood imagines a line to be lost. But Porson's alpovfieirq^ 
adopted by Dindorf, clears everything. 

V. 457. opKOv irep&vras firjSep €k8lkoj/ ^/occriV. Dindorf 
leaves this in second and third editions. Scholefield and Linwood 
both prove irepSivras good, for violating an oath. But ought it 
not to be opKOv firj8lv ? Also €kSlkov remains very obscure. 
Musgrave's ivBiKOts (f>p€a'iv is excellent, only too easy. Lin- 
wood confesses: ''Gorrupta haec esse satis liquet." In such 
a passage one must be diffident, but my last thought is that 
irepS>vTa9 ought to be Tra/oeVray, and €k8ikoj/ be rendered 
avenging. "OpKOV iraplvTa^y dropping from the oath. 

». 461. evxepeia ease, may be interpreted laxity, license. 

V. 468. Xrj^iv VTroBoalv re — . Arj^ip^ cessation, is here 
out of place. Arj^iv from Xaxeij/j an allotment, i.e. a rate 
imposed, an impost, seems to be here the poet's meaning ; and 
xmoboais is the iirlSoaL^ of Demosthenes, an after-gift or 
second payment. Thus the general sense is : ''A first and 
second allotment of miseries and no remedy sure." After 
Pefiata should be a colon ; not as Hermann. 

V. 469. Scholefield and Dindorf drop T19 and retain the im- 
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portant word fjuarav^ then in the strophe 463 have fiera r 
ad0L^. I think this far better than to drop fwrav vvith 
Idnwood. 

V. 477» eaO oirov to Setpoj/ jed kol (j>p€v£p eiriaKoirov 
jSei/JuipeL Kojdrjfievov. To me ed k<u and Setfiavei are 
certainly corrupt. For ed kolL I propose oXkol^ Le, evSop, in 
the secret heart : unless evSoi be possible Greek. Aetfiaipa) is 
quoted from Persae 602 as meaning to terrify : but it may there 
be rendered : " Everything is wont to be in panic." And if it 
could mean " terrify," how feeble to say, " There are states in 
which Terror terrifies! On the whole I suggest Sd/ivarou 
(Prom. 170) for Sei/iapel. The present tense here is more 
natural than the future. 

V. 481. r/y Se firjSep ipftfxxeLfKapSiap ai/aTpecJHop \ 
frj TToXiy fipoT09 ^:6\ 6fJLoia)9 €T av aefiot SUai/; — The 
sentiment is clear below, 649. 

TL9 yap SeSoiKG)^ pnjSev^ €i/8lko9 fipor&v ; 

For Kap8iav we expect a double trochee and we need the idea 
of 8eo9. I find nothing simpler than 

r/y §6, fiTjSev efi(f>V7] \ tajpi 8elpjov avaTpe^tov — 

Aet/iof for Seifiay though found in the Iliad and in Hesiod, 
may have embarrassed a copyist. J^TjptSetiJLOP might even 
more easily have been corrupted into KapSiav than KapStayy^ 
fwvy which, being a medical word, might suggest an idea here 
inadmissible, whether angina pectoris or stomach pain. I hardly 
think Kap8i(oyiJubv a formidable competitor for the place. 

Further, rjiroXts fiporos 6^ is impossible Greek. I propose 
€fi7roXi9 PpoTOL^y which removes all difficulty. 
V. 602. €Ka)v S'y a bold and happy conjecture for eK r&vS^ 
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seems now to be received. In next line I prefer ye, — ^Trai/cSXc- 
6po9 7*. Neither 81 nor ye is in the old editions. 

V. 505. iravTOi^vpT [ayovr ] avev Slicj^. Since ayeip is 
used in prose for ay^ip kcu (l>€p€Lv, I see no objection here to 
Pauw's SyovT . 

V. 511. Tov^ovTror av')(OvvT iSeoy. I wonder that critics 
can endure owroTe. The sense convicts it. We absolutely 
need ovk€t\ For i8(ov (of the god) we might expect the more 
active iXayp. Whether XcTraSvou can mean harnessed is 
doubtful. For 8vaL9 X€7ra8i/ov, Blomfield's 8va9 X€7rd8poi9 
is per se excellent. It is instructive to notice that in 510 
for depfi^ the interpretation Oepfioepy^ had crept into 
the text. 

V. 517. I prefer to fill the hiatus thus : arparov KarepyaBov 

[.(fxopy* 7rdpo9 ^ odi/'] 8iaTopo9 Tvpo-rjpiKTj .... 

V. 5S6. Kou t6v8€j i.e. Apollo. So Hermann and Dindorf, 
much better, it seems, than Linwood's koll rcSi/de. 

V. 526. eoTL yap f 8oficov. Scholefield says : Corrigere 
nequeo. Linwood (always, it may seem, anxious to fix blots on 
the poet) maintains the word. Elmsley suggests for it Opovtov. 
Burgess well wrote for it vopx^, which Hermann approved. 

t?. 570. fiovXfj 7rL(f>ava'K(o ^ vfi/i einaireaOoLi irarpo^. 
"YpLfie is not Tragic dialect, 7ri(l>ava'K(o for wapaii/ci has no 
parallel. I make no doubt that the true text is, fiovXy de 
(fxiaKco 8€LJ/ eTTLaireaOoLL irarpos* 

V. 582. Scholefield fancied corruption in evi^poaiVy which I 
believe sound: with me, afieivov ought to be afiiXXous. 
Agamemnon is presented to us as a humane and mild warrior. 
Tepfmri (I judge) ought to be 8€pfiaTi. The mind of the 
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copyist was caught by arepfiovi. The kou implies a finite 
verb where irep&vTi stands, and obviously irapel^e is the verb 
needed. Then there is no hiatus, but all is perfect. 

ttTTO oTpareia^ yap viv^ rjfiTroXrjKOTa 
ra irXeiaO afilXXai9 €V(f>poa'LPf SeSeyfieinj 
SpoiTTj^ irapel^e Xovrpuy Kain Sep/iari 
(l>dpo9 irapeaKrivtoaev, . • • • 

V. 615. ov8^ ev aKOTOiat. Because of ovS\ Lin wood and 
Dindorf suppose a line to be lost. If we print ovk, no reader 
will miss anything in the argument. Besides, Scholefield renders 
ovSe not even. 

V. 643. eiriKcuvovTtov. Corrections are eiriKOLvovvrayVy 
iiriKpaivovTcov^ ein')(jp(uv6vT(ov. I prefer the last, with 
Wakefield, Linwood, and Dindorf in his third edition. With 
Hermann I wish a colon after einppooLLin. So Dindorf. 

V. 646. Linwood defends the /i^re — firjhl of this line by 
V. 803; vainly, I think. With Dindorf I accept only ft^re 

pLTfTe. 

V. 666. fiavrevaeif fiev(op. Scholefield finds nothing wrong. 
All other critics seem to acquiesce in vepjcov. See fiaprelas 
vlfuov Iph. T. p. 140 below. 

V. 677. TToXaias' Scu/iopa^ (old text) with ap^atas Oea^l 
Linwood well improves Wakefield's divination iroLXcuav Scapo^ 
firjv into iraXtuas Stauofia^j which to me seems to deserve 
universal acceptance. 

V. 700. yv(Qfiri9 airovarjs^ si prudentia absit — Linwood. 
e?. 701. tiSaAoOcra, old text. Unsatisfactory. H. Voss has 
Trapovaa. 

V. 718. fToi9 rafiot wapfiaivovai vvv opKci/juiTa \ d/irj^ 
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XavoKTi f7rpd^o/i€P Svcnrpa^iat^^ The Tot9 can hardly be 
right, Trpd^ofxev is certainly wrong. I propose 

T0V9 rdfm irap^cdvovras evopK^pxira 
dfjurixdpoKn 0pd^o/i€v Bvairpa^iai^. 

V. 722. opdovfievoDV be — C'sed si recte res agantur." So 
far I would keep the old text) -^kcu irokiv ttjs IlaXXaSos' I 
TLficia-LV .... I wish tol9 iroXiv .... 

V. 724. -^avTotaiv rjfieis ficfiei/. I wish avroi rdff rjiieis 
iaofied*, ... 

V. 738. SvaoLQ-Ta TroXlrai^. For sense and metre, better 
Svaoia'T eK iroXirav. For fieydka roc I prefer fxeyaXaroij 
compound of Sirrj. 

V. 749.' fSaifiovcDP araXay/uiTa offends me as contumelious 
to Sai/iov€9* Since the goddess alludes to the words of the 
Chorus in v. 738, one might expect her to repeat the phrase. 
Is not this a reason (or Kap8la9 araXdyfuiTa^ 

V. 769. For arrjariTe linwood well introduces KTiaijTe. 

V. 775. KapTTOPy -ftpepoirra .... To me ^e/ooi^cra seems 
better, and a'Tpe(f>ova'a better still. 

V. 786. irXevpa^ 68vva. Unsatisfactory in metre. Dindorf 
has aZ 8va, 

V. 788. Out of various readings Sa/ilaPy Sa/jLaiaypy Dindorf 
well made out bavaiavj which Linwood adopted. 

V. 798. I do not believe a line to be lost. Rather for oirqv 
read oa av. The second av may be omitted or retained. 

t?. 829. yafwpov in Linwood seems to be a misprint ; for in 
his note he corrects evfioipov to ya/iop^^ agreeing with 
Dindorf. 

V. 869. fiTj Kvpaa^ cannot be explained as /jltj Tv^ovaai . . . 
Suppl., which gives the idea of being dTV\et9. KvpoD is not 

9 
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BO used. That /xt; is corrupt, I do not doubt, but I prefer 
Musgrave's thj to Lin wood's fi-qv. Schutz suggests irpaoiu 
for fiapeeoPj but /it} irpaoipj to mean very severe, ought not 
to be separated by Kvpaa^. I cannot leara that fiapv9 is ever 
used (or /em, fiapeuiy and the epithet is not here strong enough 
for fierce, wrathful. Ba/oecoi/ is generally doubted in this 
passage. I ask whether piapyav is not near enough to fiapeoDP. 
6 Se TTT] Kvpaas pjoipyav tovtcov gives the sense we need. 

V. 870. After TrXrjyou fiiorov a verb seems to be lost. Sucb 
a one as \irpoaircdov(riv] would ftdfil the conditions of both 
sense and metre. 

V. 872. The connective 8c seems to be deficient after aiyoiu, 
i.e. aiySiv S oXeOpos. 

V. 893. I cannot believe that €)(oin'€9 agrees with deoil, nor 
that it refers to Jupiter, Juno, and Venus, who have not been 
named. I do not doubt that it ought to be ey^ovras agreeing to 
ficoTOv^f " lives spent in legitimate marriage." 

Scholefield understands the leader of the Chorus to address 
her sisters, as the deal, tS>v M.oipou pLaTpoKtxxnyvfiTOLL. He 
pleads that Hesiod. Theog. 217, makes Night mother of the 
Fates. Linwood calls this ineptisdmum. Perhaps Scholefield 
interpreted fiaTpoKa(nyurJT(Uj "sisters on the mother's side, 
half-sisters." Certainly Hesiod's mythus removes all objection 
to our poet's accounting them near akin. The old text, Oeat 
tS>v, satisfies me. 

«?. 897. eirifipiOels is a strange epithet for majestic and 
venerable. To me it suggests overbearing and violent, I should 
rather expect 7raj/rt XP^^V Ta/oaTrci^ets'. 

V, 901. Can iwiKpatvofieva)]/ be transitive? 

V. 903. eVcBTra, "she guides my tongue"? The verb here 
surprizes me. In 266 above, it means observes (inactively) ; in 
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Choeph. 681 the sense surveys is sufficieot. In Siippl. 534 avOo'- 
P0/10V9 lirayiras are the flowery scenes or landscapes on which 
the cow's eye rested. ETreoTnyy in Liddell and Scott is, a watcher. 
No instance can I find to justify it with accus. yKSxraav kcu 
OTOfia in the sense of direct. A various reading is eiroirra^ 
but €7re(nrev for directed comes across me. See v. 305 above. 
In Pers. 38, Qrjfia^ i(f>€7r(oj/y and 558 Sep^y eireaire clearly 
mean direct, govern, 

2J. 934. TO fiev oLTqpov y(ji)pa9. The genitive is governed 
by TO fiev, not by arrjpov. 

V. 952. For ip8vroL9 (clothes) read ipSvrciu (clad), and no 
line is lost. 

V. 956. pSr €K Sofjuov is wrong in sense, as well as in metre. 
Hermann's fiare Sofjiov is not quite convincing, but may stand 
provisionally. ^vdv(f>p(op repeated is not plausible. I have a 
fancy for TrarSey airouSe^ eV eviraiSi irofiira. 

V. 961. We need not change nor transpose ireplaenrcu^ but 
simply read rv^oiTe for rvya re. lEvdv(f>pop€9 ya, I think, 
ought not to be altered. 

V. 964. To aefivai \_(rvv] I prefer aefivou [deal] TrvpiSaTrT^. 

V. 967. For €9 to irav Linwood well suggests eiaoTriv, 
t Ei/daSes* oiKODv is unintelligible and unmetrical. The sense 
and metre of ej/SeXexpteu " may the truce or peace remain 
perpetual " would satisfy me. 



P.S. — In Persae 954 for oXoov^ (bad in sense and metre) 
I suggested av6Xfiov9 as a provisional substitute. But it now 
occurs to me, that iXeipov^, pitiable, will suit sense and metre, 
and is closer to the aspect of 6Xoov9. 
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SOPHOCLES. 

Sophocles, (Ed. Col. 1084, in the old text has the nonsense, 
Oeaypi^aaaa tov/xop o/jifia. Dindorf prints ieoprjaacra 
(hanging? swinging?) — a change not convincing. I suggest 
Oea irXi^a'aaa, filling with the sight. 

Soph. Antig. 782, E/ocd^, 09 eV KTqiuun irvrrreis — an in- 
credible phrase. For Kn^fiaxri I desire Xrjfiouri^ *' proud heroic 
souls," opposed to veambos* 



A FEW NOTES ON EURIPIDES'S PHOENISSAE. 

V. 182. m arpeimia Keprpa kolL a'ci(f>popa. Can this be 
right ? At least one might expect a'(o(f>p6p(09* 

V. 248. Apr)9 I oufia Souoj/ (f>X€Y€L \ raSe^ o firj rv^pi^ 
TToXei. Neither Porson nor Scholefield comments, or seems to 
see difficulty. What can ou/ia (f>Xey€L mean ? " Mars inflames 
hostile blood," Le. excites our enemies ? If so we render it, how 
is it possible to add, '* a thing which I trust and pray will not 
happen"! The word (upua to me seems corrupt and Tr^fta 
a fair substitute. Yirjpji (piXeyei for prepares conflagration is 
harsh, yet not beyond the tragic style. Then o firj tv\ol ! 
comes rightly. 

V. 321. TL 0© ae ; irm airavra k.t.X. Here are two 
accusatives ahovav and repyj^iv defying syntax. Scholefield's 
note is a type of erudition defending contemptible structure. 
To me it is a certainty that airavra ought to be the verb 
airavTS>. We then have only to write KOKticr^ for eKeiaey and 
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all is clear. UoXveXtKTO^ curiously imitates the Latin com- 
pound multiplex. Ylepv)(opevovaa is employed by feminine 
delicacy for 7r€pL'^Xa(f)cia'a. 

V. 332. odep i/JLOLV re XevKoyfioa KcipofiaL \ Soucpvoeaaaj/ 
Uiaa Tr€v6rjpri Kopav^ is by Porson admitted to be corrupt. 
Dindorf writes ejxav ye and doucpvoeaa avelo'a. But epAv 
y€ is very unplausible, and if I understand the sense which 
Dindorf brings out, the argument runs thus : " I habitually cut 
off my grey hair, after (tearful) / Jiave let it stream ; " not a 
probable connection. YlevOrjprjs KOfiij would rather suggest 
a shorn lock dedicated to some one. If that be the idea, 
AaKpuat^ "dedicate to my Tears" might be admissible; as 
Tears are airvpa iepa with -^schylus. The verb apcepow^ for 
avariOrjiiL dedicate^ is good Greek; and Soucpvai r avtepci 
irevdrjprf KOfiav is a double dochmee, not violently far from the 
letters of our text. 

V. 345. (uev aKorla^ — tulv is well omitted by Aldus. I wish 

for CKOTCp. 

V. 410. TjSetav KaK&v. Aldus has rfdelav deoPy far better ; 
yet Musgrave's voaov seems better still. 

V. 514. SxrrpcDv av eXOoiyi rjXiov irpos ainroXasi "Aid. 
et omnes MSS.," says Porson ; who from Stobaeus corrects to 
cudepos irpoSy — still unsatisfactory. If for irpos you write 
T cV, all is plain. 

t?. 626. irav yap e^aipei Aoyoy. Neither e^aipet nor 
e^aipel removes objection, and Valcknaer's k^avvei, gives an 
Anapaest in 5th foot : but e^ourei seems to me right enough. 
Argument extorts" would say the same more coarsely. 
Argument elicits by its pleadings'' is a fair rendering of 
i^oureu 

V. 694. a Bmvvfwi 0€ou* For a, which Scholefield thinks 
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to be coprnpt, the Scholiast is thought to have had aL The 
sentence is a conundrum. To me the seat of the disease is in 
the verb iKTiaauTO or iKTrjaavro. Not knowing what rela- 
tion the two goddesses were supposed to have with Thebes, we 
are ill able to guess what sense best suits, what true verb 
€KTLaavTO has ejected. Until the right verb is guessed, it is 
useless to tamper with the relative pronoun a. 

I find no plausible rendering of 8t(oi/VfiOL, but the harsh one 
of "named as a couple," ArjfiTJTrjp kcu J^oprj. [I now see that 
Liddell and Scott so interpret it kere.'\ Perhaps after avoura'a 
we ought to add fieu. IIvpo(f>opov9 here gives more obvious 
sense than 7rvp(f)vpov9 : if the latter is sound, I suppose it 
must allude to Asiatic iravvv^iSes. 

^?. 782. Xa^ovra. It is cheering to find Porson approve of 
Valcknaer's bold change to a^ovra. 

V. 803. Dindorf retains ov8* vtto dvpaofiavet. Ingenious 
as is Musgrave's ov TroSa dvpaofiavrj, I think it would draw 
after it 8lj/€V(ov, nor does T€Tpafidfio(n seem a fit epithet of 
yjraXloL^, for which, Porson tells us, Aldus has '^aXicov. Also 
"in Aldus and some MSS." oAXa after bLveveis is omitted. This 
suggests that aAAa has occupied the place of the noun to which 
dvpaofiapet belonged ; which noun must be OeS. This key 
seems to open the lock. '^aXtov and '^ekiov are identical, — 
here, the ring of the curb : yjreXLoa} is a received verb. I think 
that the poet wrote the participle yjraXioip^ which was mistaken 
for a genitive case. Finally put Se for Ka\ and you have 

ov^ VTTO Ovpaopiavel pefipiScou fiera Siveveis [^c©,] 
apfiaat 8e yj/'oXtoii/ Terpafidfioa-t fJUovv)(a ttcoXoi/. 

" curbing the colt." 
vi\ 821-824. Editors seem to see no difficulty here. For 
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myself I confess it once seemed a great puzzle, whether (f)€p€v 
alOepos €ls afiarov (f>ci9 meant ''lifted to high glory" (as 
-^neid 259) or that literally " a Cadmean was carried away by 
the Sphinx, as by a rapacious bird ; " but the imperfect tense 
€(f>epev seems to decide. '' The Sphinx habitiially carried off a 
Cadmean into high sether," J^aSfioyevfj in the singular, 
virtually suggests a plural thought. The accusative T4vvav 
is so punctuated by Dindorf as if he joined KaS/Aoyei^ yivvav^ 
words ill put together and here ill separated. What is worse — 
it here makes out that Pluto sent the KaS/xoyei/^ yivvav on 
the Cadmean^ I Of necessity therefore the VivvaVy though 
accusative, must mean the Sphinx herself. One may argue for 
it from '* Urbem quam statuo, vestra est" Even so, a full stop 
after ^oos" is desirable, and Teppau ravS is more natural with 
comma after iTriTrefJiTreu Neither Porson nor Scholefield con- 
descends to aid us toward the sense. It has crossed my mind 
that a 7roT€ KaS/xoyei/r} ought to be a reKva KaSfioyeinj. 
Nay, every time I read the passage, the idea seems confirmed, 
though it is a priori unlikely that reKva should be so corrupted, 
e?. 861. m iraa awqvri .... The passage has led to bold 
conjectures. Pierson wants ©y irals Tidrjinj^. Valcknaer €/c- 
fiatp* aTnJi/iyy with yvin/ understood. Fr. Jacob d)9 ttous 
avrjfios. Musgrave suggests iraa aKavOa^ "every back- 
bone " ! and Porson liberally says to us : " Eligat lector." 
Scholefield calls it "locus vexatissimus," and tells us he once 
interpreted airfivrj (a chariot) to mean a pair, a couple ; but 
now he is dissatisfied alike with his own conjectures and with 
those of others. The existing text is by some defended in the 
following sense : " lay hold of him ; since no chariot is used to 
stopy nor yet the foot of an old man, until it is arrested by 
a foreign hand." Thus the old man's foot is compared to a 
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chariot in rapid movement ; it needs (forsooth t) not to be held 
up, but to be held back. But Kov(f>i^(o cannot mean to hofd 
back. The existing text is really indefensible. My conjecture 
is, to write iravr aTnjvrj. After amjinj was confounded with 
ainjvrjy iravra was sure to be changed to iracra. The meaning 
of G)s iravT airrjvri will be, ''since all {the ground) is roup A, 
and an old man's foot is glad of aid." 

V. 1174. yetaaj accus. pi. "a huge stone, the copings." I 
can hardly believe this plural right. I suggest ayepra, broken, 
masc. accus. singular, 

V, 1004. Porson, (Dindorf 990). oAA* eta, )((op€L. Ought 
not this line to be in Greon's mouth ? 



REMARKS ON THE MEDEA. - 

vv, 11, 12, 13. The diflSiculties of the text turn on this : The 
poet clearly means the nurse to be a little illogical, and we 
cannot be sure how much. She is made now to say : If the ship 
Argo had never sailed, my mistress would not have come to 
Thessaly and thence fled to Corinth, there living happily with 
Jason^ Something is wrong. The syntax avSdvovaa fiev 
.... avrrj re (rvfi(f)€pova'aj retained by Porson and Dindorf, 
cannot be right. The text seems to say, that the Corinthians 
would have been pleased by her flight from Corinth and Jason 
would have been in harmony with her, j/* , . . . if • • . . what ? 
I think lines must be lost after a(l>LK€To ')(j9ova : then no change 
of the old text will be needed. 

V. 106. Musgrave's proposal StjXol for S^XoUj Porson calls 
needless. But without it the right sense does not come out; 
SrjXol w " shows that." 
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V. 137. Dindorf seems to retain the text of four MSS. fioi, 
(jyiXou K€Kpavrai in despair, not in approval. Porson's own 
text is hardly metrical, bat his conjecture jjuoi (f>iKia KCKparat 
varies from Lascari's edition only by an iota, and is every way 
satisfactory. 

V. 167. Keipcp ToSe fiij yapaaaov. For Keivcp Mnsgrave 
writes Setvmy to make good sense; Porson wishes Toaov for 
good metre. Put them together Beiv&s roaov, and all is good. 
Ke/i/^ has vicious emphasis. 

r. 215. airepavTov a strange epithet of the Hellespont. What 
does it mean ? 

V. 298. oXXi/y — apyias. In spite of Aristotle's quotation, 
Wyttenbach's correction curias seems to me true. Porson 
calls it "certainly specious." *Apyia9 is the interpretation 
of curias* 

V. 467. I think we must join yXtoaaij kokov intimately : 
'* This is the greatest reproach I can utter against unmanliness." 

V. 852 (856 Dindorf). irodev dpcuros rj (f>pevo9 rj | x^V^ 
reKvcov aeOev \ KapSia re Xrjyj/'et. This nonsense agrees 
accurately with the metre of the antistrophe. Beck's correction 
{(f>p€alv) seems to retrieve the syntax, but brings out at once 
that KapSia re is false. Elmsley's conjecture a^povi ay for 
Tf (f>p€V09 rj is very happy, but reKvcov aeOev has no regimen. 
For KapSia re we need a vocative case meaning avr6(f>ovri. 
murderer! I look for a word of this sense, and find from 
Liddell and Scott, that the LXX use Kap8io(o for to stab to the 
heart, a sacrificial verb, I suppose. This seems to open the true 
text, " assassin of thy children I " 

iroOev dpojTOs a^povi ary \ X^^P^* (jeKvcov aedev \ Kap'^ 
Bi&rtl) XTjyjr^i. 
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IPHIGENIA IN AULIDE. 

V. 125. AiXip aKkvarav. Yet Aulis was celebrated for 
the rough meeting of opposite tides ! iraXippodoSn Ought it 
perhaps to be AvXlSa Kkvarav ? 

V. 172. A)(aicip. . . . TjiuOeoDv. This A)(avS>v ought perhaps 
to be ayavcoVf a less common word. The previous A)(ai£v 
would easily draw off the eye of a copyist. 

V. 382. 7] 8e i\7n9 ought, I think, to be rjye 8 cXTrly .... 
(whether originated by me, or borrowed, I do not know). 

vv. 448, 9. ai/oXfia of ^?. 448 and airavra of v. 449, for good 
sense, ought to exchange places. 

vv, 669-573 has a confused corruption in ej/Sov, where Dindorf 
writes epoDP with unsatisfactory sense. For ad KOCfio? ei/8ov 
I wish evKoa/JLO^ Sycov. " The glory of women is in domestic 
love ; of men, in patriotic effort." But Kfivirrav is an ugly 
epithet here. 

V. 597. OeoL y ol Kpeiacrovs ol r 6Xfio(f>opot. This 
reading (with a new sentence beginning deoi) seems to lead one 
astray from the poet's meaning, " the princesses are like deities 
to the common herd." I wish, Oeol tol Kpeiaaovs 7] 8* 
6Xfio(j>opoL. 
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IPHIGENIA IN TAURIS. 
Choral Odb, v. 1236. 

V. 1236. TTore ArjXia^ ev^ read ttotI AriXidcnv [reice], 
and ^oL^ov re for ^oi^ov rov. 

V. 1239. Punctuate after yavvraij then read ^ipe 5* for 
ipepev. 

V, 1242. For Xi7rovaafda'TaKT(ovffiaT7jpTeQ,i Xnrovaa 
SaoTaKTcov Kparrjp*. The crater is the well-known Delian 
basin, Xipivav kvkXlov of ^?• 1103, Xifimj Tpo)(0€t8rj^ of 
Herodotus. 'YSdreop here is untenable without Kparrjpa. 

V. 1243. For rctj' fioK^evovaav perhaps Tra/o )8. We need 
cV, TT/ooy or some equivalent. 
V. 1246. KaTd)(aXK09 ill governs 8d(f)pa. I think of icarct- 

V. 1252. ^aJdioDv cannot be right. Perhaps ^arlfuou. 

V. 1264. ra r e/icAXe. We seem to need oa- e/xcAXe. 

^?. 1265. yd? evva?. Read ^afievvas* 

V, 1270. 6/c AfOf is absurd. Read Xkt€lo?. 

V. 1272. 0€ay perhaps should be dropt. 

V, 1272. Before yeXaxre we need for sense (perhaps for full 
metre) 6 irarrjp 5'. 

V. 1276. Travaev. Read iravacDV. 

V. 1282. ^epoepTi a very strange formation. Qu. yavoevrtJ 
^€VO€VTL for iroXv^evcp is forestalled by iroXvdvopi. 

I write out the whole with such corrections. 
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IPHIGENIA IN TAUEIS. 



[I published this in March, 1861.] 

1. evTroLLs AaTov9 

2. yovos^ ov *7rori ^AriXiaaiu 
8. *(r€ic€) Kap'n'0(f>opois yvaXois 

4. ^olfiov *T€ ypvcroKOiJuav ev 

5. Keddpa a'0(f>0Py a r €7n to^v 

6. €vaTO)(ia ydwrai. — ^ipe *S Ivlv 

7. diro 8€ipd8o9 eiuaXla^ 

8. Xo')(€La KXetpa XiTrovaaj *5a- 

9. oraKTcov *KpaTrjp* vddrayv 

10. *7ra/) fiatcxevovaav Aiopv- 

11. aep Ylapvacrdov Kopv(f>aPy 

12. oOl iroLKikovcoTos olvayiros BpdKcov 

13. {TKLeptp * KardKa/xTTTO^ €V(l>vX\(p dd(f>vay 

14. yd9 TreXcopiov repas^ dfi(f>€7r€ pjoLv^ 
16. T€Lov yOoviov *[xaX€7r(3y irepi^^.] 

16. eTL fiLV en fip€(f>09j ert 0/Xa^ 

17. cTri fiarepos ayKoXtuai 0p<oaK<op 

18. €Kaj/€9y O) ^oifiCj fJUCLV' 

19. Teixov ^ iirefia^ ^^aTipjcov. 

20. TpiTToSi T ip xpvaecp 

21. ddaaeiSy cV ay^evSel Opovcp 

22. fjuoLvrelas fiporois 9€a(j>dT(ov vepxov 

23. abvTcov iJtto, KacrraX/o)!/ peiOpcov 

24. yeiraypj fieaop ySs €\(ov fieXaOpov. 



IPHIGENIA IN TAURIS. 
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1. Qefuu 5' 67r€t Fay 

2. irapi(ov (*iTrl) Traida {*dea9) 

3. airevdaaar anro ^aOecov 

4. ')(p'qaTr)pi(ov^ vv^ia ^Ocov 

5. ireKvaxraro (l>acrfiaT Oveipcov 

6. OL TToXea-iv fiepoircop ra re Tr/wSra 

7. rd T eireiff *0(r e/ieWe rv^elv 

8. VTTVOV Kara 8vo(f>€pd9 *\aiiev' 

9. vas (l>pd^ov. T(ua 8e rdv 
.0. jxavreicov a<l>eik€To tl- 

1, fiav ^oifiovy (l)doi/(p dvyaTpo9* 

2. rayyirovs S €9 OXv/jlttop opfiadel^ ava^ 
.3, x^P^ TTcaSvov IXi^ev *lkt€109 dpop<oVj 
.4. Uvdlo)]/ Soficov ydovLav a^eXetj/ 
.6. pxivLv vv^iov^ T ii/OTrd^. *(0 TraTr/p 5') 

6. eyeXoLO' y on T€Kas a(f)ap e^a 

7. TToXvxpvo'a OeXcov Xarpev/Jbara axeip. 
.8. cVt 8' €(r€La€P KOfiaj/^ 
.9, *7rava'a)j/ vv^iovs Op€tpov9» 

20. OLTTO Se jxavTocrvvav 

21. vvKTomou i^etXep fiporS^v 

22. Koi TLfia9 iraXtP OfjKc Ao^ia 

23. TToXvdvopL 8 ev *yavo€J/Tt Opovcp 

24. OdpoT} fipoToh 6ea(f>dTG)v ootSatV. 
Wherever I have changed or added, I have placed an asterisk. 

Verse 15 is open to much doubt. 



142 



ANTIOPB. 



From the Antiope, — by help of Valckuaer and Porson : address 
of Zetbus to Amphion. 

1. Afi(l>ioVj afieXeh (ov ae (l>povTL^€Lv eyprjv. 
Kopvv fi€u lip ixa)((uaLv\ ovSa/iov (^ipeis* 
'^vyri9 8 [apjovpSiv] (oSe yevvaiav (j)v(nPj 
YVP0UK0/xi/x(p 8ia7rpe7r€L9 fiopcfxofiaTu 

2. ovT €v Blicqs fiovXaLCLi/ op6&9 dv Xoyov 
TrpoOelo TTiOapoPj ovr av ounriSo^ *7rpoTl 
KVT€L y oiuKria€La9^ ovr aXk(ov virep 
veavLKov fiovXevfia fiovXevaaio [rt]. 

3. ^ovadp Tiv aroTTOv eia-dyei^j ao'v/i(f>opoj/y 
dpyop, (piXoivov^ yprjiMLTcov aTTjueXrj. 

4. KaKoiv Kardp^ei^ rrji/de M.ov(rau elcrdycov^ 

5. fK(p8ou9 fr)(oXd^G>v. 

6. G) ^yojff ^ olKX ifioi ttlOovj 
Travaai 5* IXiy^v^ TrpaypAroDV 8* ev/iovcrlap 
ouTKei^ TotavT aei8ej koll 8o^€i9 (f>popeLVj 
aKOLTTTcov^ dpUp yrju^ iroLfivicov S eTnararZv^ 
oiXXoLs rd KOfiyjrd ravr a^eiy ao<j)tafJLaTay 
€^ G}v Kevolaiv iyKaroiKi^aeis 8ofioL9. 

7. Kol Tr&9 a'o([>op tovt earlv^ eins €v<l>vd 
Xafiovcra rexprj (fycir edrjKe ^elpovay 
firjT avTov avT<S 8vvdfi€vov * fiori8po/JLeLU 
firjT *iKpv€a0aL; 

8. oAAa pn/roj/ rrjp Xvpavy 
Kiyprfcro 5' laXKLixoiaiv '^paxop] 07rAo«y, 

l(rvv ouTL Xa/nrpvi/eL ye]. 9. Tray yap iar dvrjp 
cV T^8€ Xafi7rpo9 Karri tovt iireiyeTat^ 
i/epxop TO TrXe'iaToi/ ijftepay TovT(p jxepo^j 
tv avT09 avTov Tvy^dvei fieXTicTTO^ (ov. 
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CRETES. 

The very interesting fragment of the Kprjre^y recovered from 
Porphyrins, was perhaps quoted hy him memoriter and slightly 
dislocated. Its opening 

^oLviKoyevov9 ircu rrj^ Tvpla9 \ reKvov l^vpayiray 

is hardly grammatical, and the ttou with reKvov inadmissible. 
The simplest correction is by the vocative ^oiviKoyeve^^ ad- 
dressing Minos. Next 0V9 surely ought to be oly, — " temples 
to which the cypress affords beams." Also XoXJjSo)!/ TreXeKet 
will much more intelligibly follow close upon aiOiyevrj^. In 
the next sentence I suppose the a)/jLo(l>dyoL Soiree are the 
oufia rpayoKTovov of the Bacchae, and reXeaas means that 
he finished off with such food, on taking to Vegetarian diet. 
But here too the grammar is imperfect. To fill it up, I suggest 
the insertion of something like Oiaaois ifiiyrfv after the parti- 
ciple avacryoiv. In the final sentence one mode of righting the 
grammar is, to transpose kolL veKpoOrjKrjs ov ^(pi/iTrTOixepoy 
immediately before Tr€(f>vXayfuu, From these small changes 
we obtain 

*^OLVLKoyevls Trot, — r^y Tvpia^ 
T€KPoi/ ^vpmra9 kcu tov fieyaXov 
Zai/09y — avaaaxov 

Kp7]T7]9 eKaroixTToXUOpov I 
fJKco ^aJ9eov9 vaov? TrpoXiircov^ 
*oh av0Ly€vrj9 XotAvjSa)!/ ireXeKet 
T/iTjOelaa 8okov9 Trapeyei orreyavovs 
KoUy ravpoSercp KoXXy KpaOeia , 

apfiovs aTp€K€L9 KV7rdpi(rao9. 
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ayvov Se filov rcipo/ieVy i^ ou 
Ato^ *I8aiov fiv<m)y yej/ofirjj/j 
Kou vvKTiiroXov 7iayp€G)s fiiorw 
Tos T G}iJuo(f>ayovs Soura^ reXcaa^ 
fiTirpl T opeta 8^8a9 avaa^v 
^IdiaaoL^ ifiiyr/p'l kol l^ovprjrtov 
fidK)(09 iKXjjOrjp oaixoOei^* 
iraXkcvKa S eyayv ct/JuiTay 0€uya) 
ytvcdv T€ fiporcip ttjv t ifiylrvxcov 
fip&aiv iSeoTcivj Koi P€Kpodr]Krj9 

ov yfiipmrofievo^ 7r€(l>vXayficu. 
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